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THE ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES OF THE FED- 
ERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 
AND THEIR EFFECT ON SMALL BUSINESS 


PART III 
Federal Communications Commission 
TUESDAY, MARCH 20, 1956 


House or RepresENTATIVES, 
Suscommitree No. 1 on Feperat RecuLatrory AGENCIES, 
oF THE SeLect Committee TO CoNpuct a Stupy AND 
INVESTIGATION OF THE ProBLEMS OF SMALL Business, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m. in room 228, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C., Hon. Joe L. Evins (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) ee 

Present: Representatives Evins, McCulloch, and Seely-Brown. 

Also present: Everette MacIntyre, staff director and general 
counsel ; George L. Arnold and Irving Maness, assistant counsel ; Clar- 
ence D. Everett, staff member; Victor P. Dalmas, assistant to minorit 
members; and William Gibbons of Representative Yates’ office staff. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will come to order. 

The subcommittee will hear representatives of the communications 
industry this morning. I have a brief statement I should like to 
make at this time. 

This subcommittee of the House Small Business Committee is re- 
suming hearings this morning on the organization and procedures 
of the Federal regulatory commissions and agencies. Our hearings 
today will deal with the Federal Communications Commission. 

At the outset, I should like to repeat again the subcommittee’s juris- 
diction and purpose in holding these erie 

House Resolution 114, approved by the House on January 27, 1955 
directed this committee to study the problems of all types of small 
business existing, arising, or that may arise with particular reference 
to “whether Government agencies adequately serve and give due 
consideration to the problems of small business.” Subcommittee No. 
; was established by the full committee to carry out this congressional 

irective. 
‘ The Federal Communications Commission and the other regula- 
tory agencies were created by the Congress for the purpose of carry- 
ing out legislative policies of the Congress. In no instance does any 
of these agencies have the power to regulate any phase of commerce 
except as specifically provided by the yom Nm 

In ae the legislation which established the regulatory agen- 
cies and commissions, Congress carefully and deliberately provided 
for such regulation to be independent of the executive branch of the 
Government and the industries to be regulated. 
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Moreover, the independence of these agencies and commissions from 
the executive branch has long been recognized by the Supreme Court 
as an important part of our constitutional doctrine of separation of 
powers. As stated by the Court in an important case (Hwmphrey’s 
Executor v. U.S. (295 U.S. 602)) : 


The fundamental necessity of maintaining each of the three general depart- 
ments of Government entirely free from the control or coercive influence, direct 
or indirect, of either of the others, has often been stressed and is hardly open 
to serious question. So much is implied in the very fact of the separation of 
the powers of these departments by the Constitution; and in the rule which 
recognizes their essential coequality. The sound application of a principle 
that makes one master in his own house precludes him from imposing his control 
in the house of another who is master there. 


With particular reference to the Communications Act, 1934, Con- 
gress attempted to strengthen the independence of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission from political control of the executive branch 
by providing that not more than 4 of the 7 Commissioners shall be 
from the same party. To keep the Commission free from industry 
control, Congress provided that no Commissioner could be financially 
interested in any corporation or firm subject to regulation by the 
Commission. 

In this connection, this committee has received a number of dis- 
turbing reports indicating that the Federal Communications Com- 
mission is not in fact an independent agency or acting independently. 
There have been brought to our attention reports from individuals, 
Government officials and the press that the Commission has become 
responsive not to principles and policies set forth by Congress, but 
instead the Commission has become responsive to, or under the in- 
fluence and control of, the White House and the industry which the 
Commission is empowered to regulate. 

Such reports, if true, would vitally affect small and independent 
business in the communications industry and would prevent adequate 
consideration by the Commission of their problems, 

I would like te give a few specific examples to show the nature of 
the reports that have come to the attention of the subcommittee. 

We have received reports of changes in personnel and procedures 
in the FCC. For instance, as early as January 19, 1953, one of the 
leading trade publications, Broadcasting and Telecasting magazine, 
reported : 


After a 20-year patronage drought, it isn’t difficult to understand the desire 
of the Republicans to shake loose as many jobs as possible in official Washing- 
ton. But in their zeal to run the opposition out of office and reward the loyal 


party workers, there are signs that they intend to use a meat ax rather than 
a scalpel. 


The reports are somewhat disquieting, at this stage, as they pertain to the 
FCC. There is the expressed attitude, for example, that the new Chairman 
should be an “outsider” who will have no compunction about terminating the 
tenures of staff-level people, to make way for the GOP newcomers. 


Reports which this committee has received from the FCC. have 
detailed the changes in the personnel that have taken place since 1953 
and they are substantial. At the same time officials of the Com- 
mission have advised members of this committee that. the major net- 


works have the power to hire and fire those who do not speak or 
vote in the networks’ interests. 
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That there may be substance in such charges is indicated by the 
fact that the Commission in a great majority of cases has appeared 
to follow policies approved by the networks but detrimental to inde- 
pendent and small business segments of the communications industry. 

This committee also has received reports with respect to policy 
changes. For example, it has been stated that aside from patronage 
one of the motivations behind personnel changes was to get a reversal 
of the staff position which has provided that in granting communica- 
tion licenses, preference should be given to those not already holding 
a dominant position in the communications industry. 

The press reported in April 1953, that Commissioner Hyde would 
be appointed as Chairman only on a “probationary basis,” Later 
it was further reported: 


President Eisenhower announced Mr. Hyde’s appointment from Augusta, Ga., 
where he was vacationing, on Saturday, April 13. He said the appointment 
would be for a 1-year term—establishing another FCC “precedent.” 

Broadcasting-Telecasting magazine, one of the leading indust 
journals in the communications field, stated with respect to Mr. Hyde’s 
appointment as Chairman : 


To be watched with great interest will be Mr. Hyde’s policy views on a 
number of important issues. These include educational television reserva- 
tions * * *, color television, “pay-as-you-go” TV, large screen theater television, 
and perhaps more important, questions of diversification of ownership of more 
than one class of station by newspapers or others identified with media for the 
dissemination of information. 


In its editorial of April 27, 1953, Broadcasting-Telecasting said : 


With Mr. Hyde as Chairman, things won’t happen automatically. Mr. Hyde 
knows that he has to act. He probably can count on at least three members to 
vote with him in making staff changes. By June 30 he will have his fourth 
Republican member as the replacement for Commissioner and Ex-Chairman Paul 
A. Walker. It is to be hoped that this man will be a practical broadcaster. 

Mr. Hyde’s appointment is for 1 year—an innovation probably deemed expedi- 
ent to assuage hungry party men who wanted a new face as Chairman. If he 
doesn’t achieve the desired result, the President will be free to name his successor 
a year hence. 


This committee will look into these and other similar reports to de- 
termine whether they are true, and if so, what effect they have had 
upon the policies and decisions of the FCC in relation to small 
business in the communications industry. 

The committee has received reports that political favoritism and 
influence have played a part in granting TV licenses. This matter 
will also be a subject of this inqaiy- 

Another important matter brought to the attention of the sub- 
committee has been reports that the FCC has changed its position with 
respect to the need for diversification of ownership and control of the 
spettin of mass information. 

In 1953, dominant members of the communications industry began 
clamoring for a change in the FCC policy which had long prevailed 
that a person not already strongly established in the communications 
industry should be given preference in the granting of new licenses. 
Those strongly entrenched in the industry sought to me even more 
firmly established by reversing this policy. Their success is imdi- 
cated by a case decided by the United States Court of Appeals for 
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the District of Columbia on January 19 of this year. 

In this case the court said: 

In the case at bar there appears some suggestion that the Commission has 
changed, or is changing, its view as to the dominant importance of local owner- 
ship and as to the evil of a concentration of the media of mass information 
(Pinellas Broadcasting Company v. FCC), vol. 230 F. 2d; p. 204; cert. denied 
at 350 UD. S., p. 1007. 

I might add that in this case the court pointed out that this chan 
of policy on the part of the Commission is a matter that should 
addressed to the attention of Congress. 

This committee is interested in obtaining the facts behind these and 
other reports and in determining which segment of our business 
economy would benefit by the apparent changes in the philosophy 
and practices of the FCC. Is it the small-business man who will not 
be given the chance to own radio and television facilities in his local 
community? Will the citizens of the United States be benefited if 
they get their news or advertising from only one or a limited source— 
a source with no real interest in local problems but with regional or 
national power over what people will see and hear? Will not such 
policy changes on the part of the FCC present the ultimate danger 
of information control and possibly thought control? 

In conducting this inquiry, this committee is mindful of the fact 
that other congressional committees are making extensive investiga- 
tions into certain aspects of the communications industry. The com- 
mittee has been in contact with these committees and will not dupli- 
cate their work. 

Instead, the facts developed by such committees will be considered 
by this subcommittee in preparing its report on this inquiry into the 
Federal Communications Commission’s organization and operations. 

Gentlemen, that concludes the statement of information called to 
this committee’s attention and outlines the nature of the limited 
— which will be made by this subcommittee at this time. 

want, before proceeding further, to present my colleagues and 
staff members. Congressman Yates, of Illinois, who is a member of 
this subcommittee, is not here, but is expected to be here. He is flying 
in from Chicago. The minority member of the subcommittee is Con- 
gressman McCulloch, of Ohio; and Congressman Seely-Brown, of 
Connecticut, a member of the full committee, is also present. 

Mr. MacIntyre, our general counsel; Mr. Arnold, and Mr. Maness, 
assistant counsel, are here, and Mr. Gibbons, administrative assistant 
to Representative Yates. 

I believe the secretary of the National Broadcasting Co. is in the 
audience. Will he come forward, please? 

Mr. Cannon and Mr. —— 

Mr. Greetry. Greeley; James Greeley. 

Mr. Evrns. Mr. Greeley, counsel. 

Mr. Cannon, be seated, please. Will you take the oath, Mr. Cannon? 

Do you solemly swear the testimony which you are about to give 
before this subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Cannon. I do, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. MacIntyre. 
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TESTIMONY OF JOHN Q. CANNON, SECRETARY, RADIO CORPORA- 
TION OF AMERICA, ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES GREELEY, 
COUNSEL 


Mr. MacInryre. Mr. Cannon, will you state your full name for the 
record ¢ 

Mr. Cannon. My name is John Q. Cannon. 

Mr. MacIntyre. What is your a as of now? 

Mr. Cannon. I am secretary of the Radio Corporation of America _ 
and of the National Broadcasting Co. 

Mr. MacInryre. In that position, was there a subpena from this 
subcommittee served on you last week ? 

Mr. Cannon. There was; yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And that subpena required you to produce before 
the subcommittee this morning certain documents and records of RCA 
and NBC? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes; it did. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Did you bring, the documents with you that were 
called for in the subpena ? 

Mr. Cannon. I brought with me a quantity of such documents. 
I would like, if the counsel will permit, to make a brief statement 
descriptive of the steps that were taken and an outline of the material 
that I was able to bring. 

Mr. Evrns. You certainly may, Mr. Cannon. 

Mr. Cannon. I am appearing in response to 2 subpenas served upon 
me late Thursday afternoon. One of these subpenas directed me to 
produce certain records of RCA; the other called for comparable 
records of NBC. 

Within the limited time available since service of the subpenas, we 
have reviewed as many files of RCA and NBC as possible, and at 
this time I am able to deliver the following records in response to 
the subpenas: 

RCA records: the files concerning each application filed with the 
Federal Communications Commission for pathirinations to be issued 
to RCA in its own name; a number of authorizations which fall in 
this category are for facilities which are classified under security 
regulations. These files have not been produced because of the 
security classification. 

The correspondence, comments, and the other documents passing 
between RCA and the FCC in connection with any matters pending 
before the FCC. 

NBC records: the files concerning each application filed with the 
FCC for authorizations to be issued to NBC. 

Correspondence, comments, and other documents passing between 
ae my the FCC in connection with any matters pending before 
the . 

All of these records, both RCA and NBC, cover the period from 
January 1, 1953, which was the date specified in the subpenas. 

In addition, officers and department heads concerned with those 
activities of either RCA or NBC which might be related to FCC mat- 
ters have been interviewed to ascertain whether they have or have 
knowledge of any documents relating to employment or prospective 
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employment of any persons by the FCC. None of the persons so 
interviewed knew of any such documents except for routine messages 
of congratulations to new employees. 

It has not been possible in the short time since the subpenas have 
been served to make a search of all of these files of both RCA and NBC 
which might contain certain documents falling within the very broad 
terms of the subpenas. Such a search would be a tremendous under- 
taking, since it could involve practically all of the files of NBC and a 
very substantial part of the files of RCA. 

For example, RCA sells transmitting equipment and apparatus to 
a number of radio and television broadcast stations. It is necessary 
for these stations to obtain specific approval from the FCC before 
installing and using much of this equipment. There are many occa- 
sions in which such Commission action might well have been the 
subject of correspondence between RCA and the stations. To produce 
such records would require searching a substantial number of files 
at many different locations, 

This problem is magnified insofar as NBC records are concerned. 
Almost every phase of the broadcasting business at one time or an- 
other comes under the supervision of the FCC and may be the subject 
of FCC action or consideration. 

There are numerous FCC regulations which affect the daily opera- 
tions of broadcasters, such as rules governing the announcements of 
recorded programs, rules as to sponsor identification, and rules as to 
entries in daily logs. 

From time to time, questions arise as to the application and obser- 
vance of these rules, questions which sometimes receive consideration 
by the staff of the FCC. 

To produce all records of such incidents would require the search 
of a great many files. Correspondence and other documents referring 
to such action are likely to be filed in almost every file in the country. 

It is our belief that much of the material which would be produced 
as a result of such a search would not be of interest or of help to the 
committee, and that the committee may not have intended the scope 
of the subpenas to be so all-encompassing. 

We, of course, desire to cooperate fully with the committee, but be- 
fore we undertake a task of the dimension indicated, we believe that it 
would be profitable for the staff to examine first the material we are 
producing today. If, after such examination, additional information 
is desired, we would at that time welcome an opportunity to discuss 
the matter with the staff of the subcommittee. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Cannon. That certainly seems a fair 
statement, and you have exhibited a fair attitude in endeavoring to 
comply with the scope of the subpena which was intended, I should 
ay, to be a limited one. 

fr. Cannon. I see. 

Mr. McCursocn. Now, Mr. Chairman, by reason of the testimony 
of the witness at this point, I believe that it would serve a useful pur- 
peed to insert at this point in the record the letter that went to the 

ederal Communications Commission under date of December 21, 
1955, to show the breadth and the depth of this prospective investiga- 
tion or hearing, or whatever this procedure may be called. 
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I think that not only the letter, but from what I can determine from 
the description of the subpena, that it is wide beyond compare, wide 
beyond belief, and probably has as of this time taken countless man- 
hours, some of which, in my opinion, were unnecessarily taken. 

Furthermore, as a part of this proposed statement, Mr. Chairman, 
I hope that we shall confine ourselves to the purpose and the scope 
that you have indicated in your statement this morning, that this does 
not become a partisan political fishing expedition, as might be in- 
dicated by—— 

Mr. Evins. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCuttocu. I would like to continue the statement, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Evins. Will you let me make a statement? I think I can satisfy 
- gentleman and clarify some of his worries and apprehensions at 
this time. 

Mr. McCutiocn. I would like to make one further sentence, and 
then, of course, the chairman may control the hearing. 

I particularly refer to paragraph 12 of the communication which 
I suggest. be made a part of the record at the very beginning, as rea- 
sons for my uneasy feelings in this matter, Mr. Chairman, and I might 
say that I did not see this letter during the course of its preparation 
or until several weeks after it was sent, nor did I know anything about 
the subpena about which we have been hearing the witness testify this 
morning, until this morning. 

But I quote paragraph 12 of this letter : 


Since January 12, 1953— 
for emphasis, I repeat that phrase— 


Since January 12, 1953, for any expenses incurred or honorariums or gifts 
received by any Commissioner,:the General Counsel and the Director of each 
bureau, the Executive Director and the Secretary of the Commission, which 
were paid or given by any person, association, organization, or group which had 
any interest, direct or indirect, in past or pending matters before the Commission, 
including, but not limited to, trade associations and/or organizations, conven- 
tions, and/or conferences, and publications connected with the communications 
industry, have each Commissioner and member of the Commission above stated 
individually * * * prepare an itemized and notarized statement showing (a) 
the nature and amount or value of any such expense, honorarium, or gift, (0) 
for what specific items the expense was incurred or for what reason the honor- 
arium or gift was given; and (c) the date, method, and by whom the expense 
was paid or the honorarium or gift given, and the nature of his or their interest. 


Now, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Evins. May I just make one statement ? 

Mr. McCutsocn. I want just one more thing. This is in connection 
with it, and then I assure you that I shall be through. 

If there have been improper gifts of any kind—and I shall not 
refer to the gifts of which there has been much publicity in past 
years—they should be written on the record, but the information 
should not begin in January 1953, and in due course, Mr. Chairman, 
I shall move that every Commissioner, every counsel, every person 
named in paragraph 12 which I have just quoted, be subpen: od to 
come before this committee and give answers to those questions from 
1940 to date. 


Mr. Evins. Now will the gentleman permit me to proceed ? 
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Mr. McCuLocn. Yes, 

Mr. Evins. I will say to the gentleman in response to his latter 
observation that it will be perfectly acceptable with the chairman 
to include the questionnaire directed to the FCC in the hearings at 
this time. 

(The document above referred to is as follows :) 


DECEMBER 21, 1955. 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 


Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN : As chairman of Subcommittee No. 1 of the Select Committee on 
Small Business of the House of Representatives, of which the Hon. Sidney R. 
Yates and the Hon. William M. McCulloch are members, I am submitting the 
following questions to the Federal Communications Commission. For your con- 
venience the questions have been segregated into several categories: 


SURVEYS PRIVATELY MADE AT THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 


1. Have any surveys been made of the Federal Communications Commission 
since January 1953? If a survey or surveys have been made, please submit 
(a) copies of the survey: (0) any action taken’ as a result of the surveys; (c) 
the individuals involved in making the survey; (d) the cost of the survey; and 
(e) the name of the person or persons with whom the proposal to make the 
survey originated. 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION ORGANIZATION AND PERSONNEL 


2. List the names of the Chairman and the Commissioners from January 
1953 to date, stating the date any such persons’ services with the Commission 
were terminated and the date of the appointment of each successor, and state 
the salaries of each. 

3. List the name, the position, and the salary of each person at grade GS-7 
or above in the following offices, divisions, or bureaus, (@) as of July 1, 1953, and 
(b) as of the date of this inquiry : 

(1) Personal services: 

(a) Offices of the Commissioners. 

(b) Office of Opinions and Review. 
(c) Office of Hearing Examiners. 

(d) Office of Reports and Information. 

(2) Office of Administration. 

(3) Office of the Secretary. 

(4) Office of the Chief Accountant. 

(5) Office of the Chief Engineer. 

(6) Office of the General Counsel. 

(7) Common Carrier Bureau. 

(8) Safety and Special Radio Services Bureau. 

(9) Broadcast Bureau. 

(10) Field Engineering and Monitoring Bureau. 

4. List the name, position, grade, and salary of each person newly employed 
by the Federal Cofhmunications Commission at grade GS~7 and above since 
July 1, 1953, and state the nature of the job last held by each such person and 
the amount of last salary earned before employment in the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission. 

5. List by docket number and with the names of the parties each comparative 
TV case before the Commission since July 1953, in which an initial or final 
decision was rendered by the Commission, and show for each case its chronologi- 
cal history, which should include, but not be limited to, the following: 

(1) The decision and name of the examiner. 

(2) Whether any staff reports, memoranda, or notes on the case were 
prepared for the Commissioners or any Commissioner, and if so an identifica- 
tion of each such staff report, memorandum, or notes. : 

(3) The date of arguments, if any, before the Commissioners, and the 
names of the Commissioners present. 

(4) Whether an informal or “straw” yote was taken, and if so the names 
of the Commissioners voting and the date. 

(5) Whether any informal or preliminary decisions or opinions were pre- 
pared for the Commissioners, and if so, the names of the person and/or 
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persons preparing any such preliminary decision or opinion, the date such 
person was instructed to prepare any such decision or opinion, and the 
date any such decision or opinion was submitted to each of the Commis- 
sioners. 

(6) The final decision of the Commissioners, the date thereof, the Com- 
missioners participating in the decision, and whether the decision followed 
or reversed— 

(a) The examiner’s initial decision, and 
(b) Any informal or straw vote of the Commissioners or any informal 
or preliminary decision or opinion prepared for the Commissioners. 

(7) The number of decisions of the Commission appealed to the Federal 
courts, with copies of the court’s decision and whether the Commission’s 
decision was confirmed, reversed, or criticised. 

(8) Any information or statements concerning or related to the case 
communicated outside of the record to any Commissioner or any member of 
the Commission by any person, persons Or party not a member of the Com- 
mission, identifying the person, persons, or party making any such com- 
munication or statement and stating the circumstances under which it 
was made and whether it was oral or written. 


6. Submit copies of all bulletins and directives to the staff of the Commission 
which were in effect or issued after January 1953, stating which directives or 
bulletins are currently in effect and which have been amended or withdrawn. 

7. Please supply all staff reports or analyses on the problem of television allo- 
cation, with specific reference to, but not limited to, any recommendations for 
revised allocation plans, deintermixture, the 5-mile rule, minimum and maxi- 
nium limits of power and antenna heights. 

8. State what action, if any, was taken by the Commissioners on the basis 
of such reports. 

9. Classify the ownership of first, VHF and second UHF television stations 
in the United States; (a) by network, (0b) by newspaper interests, (c) by manu- 
facturers, (d) by theatrical interests, (e) by educational institutions, and (f) 
by others. 

10. List all TV stations under multiple ownership. 

11. What was the amount of Commission funds spent for travel by each of 
the Commissioners, the General Counsel and the Director of each Bureau, the 
Executive Director and the Secretary of the Commission for fiscal years (a) 
1954, and (0) 1955, stating for each trip made the date, time, place, purpose, 
accomplishment, and expense? 

12. Since January 1953, for any expenses incurred, or honorariums or gifts 
received by any Commissioner, the General Counsel and the Director of each 
Bureau, the Executive Director and the Secretary of the Commission, which were 
paid or given by any person, association, organization, or group which had any 
interest, direct or indirect, in past or pending matters before the Commission, 
including, but not limited to, trade association and/or organizations, conventions 
and/or conferences, and publications connected with the communications in- 
dustry, have each Commissioner and member of the Commission above stated 
individually prepare and submit a notorized itemized statement showing (a) 
the nature and the amount or value of any such expense, honorarium, or gift, 
(b) for what specific items the expense was incurred or for what reason the 
honorarium or gift was given, and (c) the date, method, and by whom the 
os was paid or the honorarium or gift given and the nature of his or their 
nterest. 

13. For ail years in which reports were made to the Commission list the 
television profits and the total revenues of (a) NBC, (b) CBS, (c) ABC, (4d) 
DuMont, and (e) others. 

14. List separately for every year for which data is available, the number 
of UHF stations, their television profits or loss and their total revenues. 


COMMON CARRIER BUREAU 


15. What proportion of (a) the Commission’s staff and (b) the Commission’s 
funds are allocated to the Common Carrier Bureau? 

16. What proportion of (a) the Commission’s staff and (b) the Commission’s 
funds are allocated to the Broadcast Bureau? 

17. Since January 1953, how many investigations have been initiated by the 
Commission into carrier’s operation, including rates, services, and contractual 
relationships, management, etc. 


80630—56—pts, 3-5-2 
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18. What personnel were assigned to work on each such investigation, what 
was the nature of each such investigation, and what were the results of each 
such investigation, and the length of time required for each such investigation? 

19. Supply the same information as requested in the immediately preceding 
question in relation to investigations initiated by carriers or other than by the 
Commission. 


RULEMAKING PROCEEDINGS 


20. State whether any information or statements concerning or relating to 
any rulemaking proceedings have been communicated outside the record to any 
Commissioner or any member of the Commission by any person, persons, or party 
not a member of the Commission, identifying the person, persons, or party 
making any such communication or statement and stating the circumstances 
under which it was made and whether it was oral or written. 

In addition to supplying answers to the above questions for the benefit of 
the study of my subcommittee, it would also be appreciated if the Commission 
will supply a statement as to the general overall effect of the changeover in 
operation and procedure and efficiency at the Commission since putting into 
effect the reorganization plans for the Commission as embraced in the Hoover 
Commission proposals for the Federal Communications Commission, 

In view of the studies underway of the operation of the independent agencies 
of our Government by this subcommittee, an early response to this questionaire 
is urged and will be greatly appreciated. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Very sincerely yours, 
Jor L. Evins, M. C., 
Chairman, Subcommittee No, 1. 

Mr. Evins. In response to the question which you have just read, 
the FCC has declined to supply the committee with a list of gifts and 
honorariums that they may have received from members of the tele- 
vision industry, radio industry, or others. That information has not 
been supplied, although requested. 

With respect to the scope of the subpena, to which the gentleman 
referred earlier, while I have not had an opportunity to confer with 
the gentleman, he has been out of the city because, I understand, of 
illness in his family 
administrative assistant, and I sent to the gentleman a copy of the 
press release announcing these hearings. 

The nature of the subpena is limited in scope to two items: first, 
official communications relating to matters before the Commission. 
We did not want all types of correspondence and did not want engi- 
neering exhibits and many documents, but we wanted information 
relating to matters pending before the Commission; and second, 
matters relating to personnel and prospective appointments. 

The gentleman, in response to the subpena for those limited items, 
has indicated that the correspondence has already been provided with 
reference to congratulations and perhaps commendations of members 
appointed to the FCC staff. We will certainly examine the material 
which the gentleman has provided. __ , 

Mr. McCulloch has served on this committee with us since its 
organization. We have had hearings with respect to the Federal 
Trade Commission and also the Federal Power Commission. This is 
the third in a series looking into the operations of our regulatory 
agencies, and I believe that the gentleman would concede that they 
have been wholesome and productive of good results in the public in- 
terest. And that is the intended purpose of this inquiry, I will say to 
the gentleman. 





I did try to contact him; I talked with his 
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Mr. McCuttocu. I will be satisfied if it is confined to those purposes 
and serves those ends. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Mr. Chairman, since this item of the letter of 
December 21 has been brought into question, I am of the opinion that 
it would be helpful if the record should show that the staff members 
have been in contact and conference with representatives of the Fed- 
eral Communications Commission to determine whether or not trivia, 
like pencils and pen sets, were to be included in the list of gifts, and 
they were informed that things of little value were not to be listed, 
so as to cut down on the work of the FCC. 

In other words, they were told that anything having the value of 
less than a 12-pound ham should not be included, but things of con- 
siderable value were the things that were being asked for, so that the 
FCC well understands that the job is not quite as great as the language 
that was read earlier might indicate. 

Mr. Evrns. And as has been indicated, the information has not been 
supplied. 

r. McCunxiocu. Mr. Chairman, this letter was to go into the record 
immediately following the witness’ statement, the letter of December 
21, 1955. 

Mr. Evins. That is correct. The response to all the inquiries has not 
been made, Mr. McCulloch, and as counsel has indicated, a conference 
was had to bring about an understanding or a narrowing of what was 
requested. 

Now proceed, Mr. MacIntyre, if you will, please. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Now referring again to the subpena, Mr. Cannon, 
to which you are making response here this morning, first it would 
require you to produce all records of or relating to communications, 
whether by letter, telegraph, telephone, memoranda, or oral, touchin 
upon or relating to any matter before or to come before the Federa 
Communications Commission for adjudication or consideration since 
January 1, 1953, to or from the National Broadcasting Co., Inc., any- 
one else acting for or on behalf of the National Broadcasting Co., Inc., 
or any other person connected in any way with the National Broad- 
casting Co.; and second, all records of or relating to communications, 
whether by letter, telegraph, telephone, memoranda, or oral, touching 
upon or relating to the employment of or prospective employment of 
any person or persons by the Federal Communications Commission 
since January 1, 1953, to or from the National Broadcasting Co., Inc., 
anyone acting for or on behalf of the National Broadcasting Co., Inc., 
or any other person connected in any way with the National Broad- 
casting Co., Inc. 

That restates the subpena so far as NBC is concerned, does it? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Macinryre. And one to similar effect was directed to you as 
secretary of RCA? 

Mr. Cannon. That is correct? 

Mr. MacIntyre. And your compliance, that is, here this morning, 
has been as you have stated on the record? 

Mr. Cannon. That is correct. 

Mr. MacInryre. And do we understand that you and your attorney 
do seek conferences with members of the staff here for working out 
arrangements for completing the compliance under the subpena ? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes; that is correct. 
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Mr. MacInryre. And I suppose that following the meeting here 
today, you would be available for the working out of such conferences ? 

Mr. Cannon. Certainly. 

Mr. MacInryre. Now, by virtue of authorization of the chairman 
of the subcommittee, I state that the staff of the committee will at- 
tempt to work out, at your convenience, the additional conferences to 
complete your compliance under the subpena. 

Mr. Cannon. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Now, will you submit the documents that you are 
submitting in response this morning ? 

Mr. Cannon. The documents I am submitting are those contained 
in the cases at my right. I believe all of those documents in those 
packages before the screens are the RCA-NBC submissions. 

Mr. MaclInryre. Is each package marked showing from which cor- 
poration it came? 

Mr. Cannon. If they are not, they will be. There may be one or two 
from other corporations. I don’t know. 

Mr. MacInryre. Will you undertake to do that for the staff and 
members of this subcommittee so that they will be able to identify 
them ? 

Mr. Cannon. We will. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Now, in your statement, Mr. Cannon, you stated 
that the documents you are submitting and those which you sought to 
locate, to submit here this morning, were those dealing with matters 
before the Federal Communications Commission. Did you seek docu- 
ments relating to matters that were to come before the Federal Com- 
munications Commission ? 

Mr. Cannon. Yes; we had that fact in mind in making these 
searches. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Now, in the search for these documents, did you 
look into folders, correspondence folders, in which would be filed cor- 
respondence, with a person by the name of Florence I. Porter, of 
Washington, D. C.? 

Mr. Cannon. No; not to my knowledge. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Will you do so before you complete your efforts 
to comply with this subpena ? 

Mr. Cannon. I will. 

With what organization, may I ask, counsel, is she associated or was 
she associated ? 

Mr. MacInryre. Well, at the commencement of the period of this 
subpena in January 1953, she was with the Republican National Com- 
mittee. At the present time, she is an official of the staff of the 
Federal Communications Commission. 

Did you seek to ascertain whether you had documents in your files 
showing correspondence or communications with Charles W. Gowdy, 
of Washington, D. C.? 

Mr. Cannon. No, sir; not to my knowledge. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Will you do so before you complete your efforts 
to comply with this subpena ? ; 

Mr. McCutiocx. Who is Mr. Charles W. Gowdy? 

Mr. MacInryre. He is assistant to the Chairman of the Federal 
Communications Commission, or at least is connected with that office. 

Mr. Cannon. I wonder if I might have that full name again and 
the spelling of that last name. 
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Mr. MacIntyre. Charles W. Gowdy, G-o-w-d-y, and Mr. Harold 
G. Cowgill, C-o-w-g-i-l-l. 

And did you ascertain whether you were supplying here this morn- 
ing all correspondence that was had between RCA and NBC, and 
Mr. Walter Williams, of Washington, D. C.? 

Mr. Cannon. My answer has to be, “No; not to the best of my know]- 


edge.” 

Mr. MacIntyre. Will you undertake to do that before complying 
or making your final return under the subpena ? 

Mr. Cannon, Yes. 

Mr. McCuriocu. Walter Williams. If you will identify those 
poone for the record, it would be helpful, Mr. MaeIntyre. Walter 

Williams, I am interested in knowing who he is. 

Mr. MacInryre. It is my understanding that Mr. Walter Williams 
is a high official of the Department of Commerce, since 1953, in liaison 
with the White House and the Federal Communications Commission 
on regulatory agency matters. 

That is all. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Cannon, for your statement and your 
compliance with our request. 

r. Cannon. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McCuutocn. I would like to ask one question. Do you know 
how many documents you brought in there this morning, roughly 
speakin , 

Mr. Eisenia, My estimate would be that there are approximately 
10,000 to 12,000 pages. 
Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Cannon. 
Mr. Cannon. Thank you. 
oa anvene: Will Mr. Brauner, the secretary of CBS, come forward, 
please ? 

Mr. Bravner. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. It is very nice to 
see you. 

This is Counselor General Morse. 

Mr. Evtns. Mr. Brauner, do you solemnly swear the testimony you 
are about to give before this committee will be the truth, the whole 
truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Brauner. I do. 

Mr. Evins. You may be seated. 


TESTIMONY OF JULIUS F. BRAUNER, SECRETARY AND GENERAL 
ATTORNEY, COLUMBIA’ BROADCASTING SYSTEM, INC., ACCOM- 
PANIED BY JOHN MORSE, HIS ATTORNEY 


Mr. Evins. Mr. MacIntyre. 

Mr. Macintyre. Mr. Brauner; will you state for the record your 
full name? 

Mr. Brauner. Julius F. Brauner. 

Mr. MacIntyre. What is your present position ? 

Mr. Brauner. I am secretary and general attorney of Columbia 
Broadcasting System, Inc. 

Mr. MacInryre. In your capacity as secretary of Columbia Broad- 
casting System, did you have a subpena served on you from this 
subcommittee ¢ 

Mr. Brauner. I did; it was served last Thursday afternoon. 
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Mr. MacIntyre. It required you to produce and submit to this sub- 
committee certain documents ? 

Mr. Brauner. It did. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And you are appearing here this morning in 
response to that subpena to submit such documents? 

Mr. Brauner. Yes; I am. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Do you have the documents with you? 

Mr. Brauner. Yes, I have. They constitute two large green file 
cases and two red envelopes at the right of the pile over there. 

Mr. MacIntyre. The documents are in those 2 files drawers and 
2 red fiber envelopes ? 

Mr. Brauner. That is correct. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And does that complete the compliance by the 
Columbia Broadcasting System to the subpena served on you as its 
secretary ? 

Mr. Brauner. To the best of my ability, it does. 

As counsel for the committee knows, I spoke to him concerning 
elimination of some documents, namely, some exhibits filed with our 
applications to the Commission, elimination of some what I believe 
I called incidental applications, such as applications for auxiliary 
transmitting equipment. But we have the application files for all 
of our broadcasting licenses, both radio and television. 

Mr. MacIntyre. This response this morning includes all of the 
communications other than applications which were called for by the 
subpena? 

Mr. Brauner. I believe that it does. 

Mr. MacIntyre. From all offices of CBS? 

Mr. Brauner. Yes. 

I would like to make this qualification, however, that I sent it to 
each of the officers of the company other than those in the manufactur- 
ing and record divisions, who I believe have little, if any, communi- 
cations with the Federal Communications Commission, and other 
than to the assistant treasurer and assistant secretaries, in the belief 
that any information which they had would be in the secretary’s 
file or in the treasurer’s file. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Did they submit documents to you to present here 
this morning in response to this subpena ? 

Mr. Brauner. They had their files examined pursuant to a memo- 
randum which I sent to each of these officers, which, incidentally, 
also included the officers of our radio division and of CBS television, 
our television division, with the exception of those divisions of one or 
two officers who had only recently been made such, and perhaps one 
or two whose activities were such that I felt confident that their files 
would not contain any material of the nature requested in the sub- 

ena. 
® The document which I sent to these gentlemen states: 

I was served yesterday with a subpena requiring me to appear before Sub- 
committee No. 1 of the Select Committee on Small Business Tuesday, March 20, 
1956, at 9: 30 a. m., and to produce certain records. In order that I may comply 
with the subpena, I shall appreciate it if you will have your files searched to 
determine whether or not they contain any record of any discussion or any 
writing since January 1, 1953, with anyone concerning: 

1. Any attempt to influence the hiring, firing, or change of position, duties, or 
responsibilities of any employee of the Federal Communications Commission. 


2. Any attempt to influence the Commission by means other than formal 
documents filed with the Commission to change its policies so that it would 
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favor established broadcasters instead of newcomers in the granting of the 
licenses. 

That paragraph was inserted as a result of a conversation with you, 
counsel. [Continuing]: 


3. Any attempt to influence by means other than formal documents filed with 
the Commission the policy of the Commission with respect to the operation of 
daytime stations, 

4. Any attempt to influence by means other than formal documents filed with 
the Commission any other action or policy of the Commission. For the purpose 
of this item, will you please set aside all materials relating in any way to the 
Commission, its members or staff, or any action of any of them, so that they 
can be reviewed by a member of the Legal Department? This would include 
any written materials used for the January 3 and 4, 1956, presentation to the 
network study staff or any other writing designed to influence, or dealing with, 
FCC matters. 


5. Any complaints made to us that any of our programs or policies adversely 
affected small business, particularly small advertisers. 

I am not interested in any interoffice memoranda commenting on drafts of 
applications, petitions, or other formal documents filed with the Commission. 
I shall appreciate it if you will start sending the materials to me aS soon as 
possible commencing tomorrow. 

The people in our organization commenced working Thursday eve- 
ning and worked through the weekend, and my statf and associates 
and I worked until early this morning in attempting to comply with 
this. 

Mr. Evins. Is it your view, Mr. Brauner, that the material 
submitted is responsive, so far as you are able to determine, to the 
subpena ¢ 

Mr. Brauner. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. I see. 

It appears that you have shown good faith in endeavoring to comply 
with the committee’s request. 

Mr. Brauner. I might add, Mr. Chairman, that I have not received 
responses to this memorandum from some of the people located out- 
side of New York City. I would have not reason to believe that they 
would have any materials in their files. I should say outside of New 
York City and Washington. 

The reason I excluded formal documents filed with the Commission 
from my request to others was that those are filed under the super- 
vision of my office. 

Mr. Evrys. Thank you, Mr. Brauner. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Will you undertake to supply any additional ones 
that come to you from these officers as a result of this memorandum 
of yours—— 

Mr. Brauner. Yes, I shall. 

Mr. MacIntyre (continuing). To complete your compliance with 
the su a? 

Mr. Brauner. I shall be glad to. 

Mr. MacInryre. You heard the questions that were put to Mr. 
Cannon about correspondence with certain people, specific people ? 

Mr. Brauner. Yes, I did. 

Mr. MacInryre. Florence I. Porter, Walter Williams, Charles 
Gowdy, and Harold G. Cowgill. Did you undertake to determine 
whether you had folders of correspondence with those individuals 
im your organization ? 

' Mr. Brauner. No, I did not. Our correspondence would not be 
filed in that manner, as I understand it, but rather under “Subject.” 
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Mr. MacIntyre. Would you undertake to determine whether you 
have correspondence with thine particular individuals, so that when 
vour final report is made to this committee concerning compliance, 
you will be able to make a complete, formal report on compliance ? 

Mr. Brauner. I shall be glad to, Mr. MacIntyre, if I knew how. 
To state that we had no correspondence with any of those individuals 
would require me to have a search made of all of our files. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Are you tendering now the documents that you 
have brought in this morning in response to the subpena of the com- 
mittee ? 

Mr. Brauner. Yes, I am. 

I shall be glad to have what I believe to be the pertinent files re- 
checked for any correspondence with those individuals. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Do you think that you can conveniently do that 
in that respect ? 

Mr. Brauner. Yes. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Your attorney, Mr. Morris, will inform us about 
that. 

Mr. McCutiocu. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. McCulloch. 

Mr. McCuttocn. I would. like: to renew the: request .and»motion 
that this witness be required to bring in to the committee the docu- 
ments called for in the subpena which has been referred to, and which 
I have not seen, from January 1, 1949. 

Mr. Evrns. I will say to the gentleman that I have not seen them, 
either, but the subpena does not go back that far. The gentleman 
is complying with the terms of the subpena, which is a very limited 
one, and he has apparently in good faith endeavored to comply with 
that subpena. If the gentleman wishes to consider an amended or 
supplemental subpena going back to another date, the committee 
would consider that later. 

Mr. McCuttocn. Mr. Chairman, I did not mean to infer that the 
witness was not attempting to comply in good faith with the subpena. 

Mr. Evtns. The request, though 

Mr. McCuttocn. I did mean this. Let me finish my statement, 
though, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evrns. The gentleman is outside the scope of the subpena: 
He is making the request outside of the scope of the subpena. 

Mr. McCutiocu. Just let me finish my statement, Mr. Chair- 
man 

Mr. Evins. Proceed. 

Mr. McCutiocn (continuing). Because I know the chairman is 
anxious in all fairness to see that a record is fairly written and it is 
written without prejudice. I see no reason why the record date or 
the request for records should be January 1, 1953. If there is to be 
a balanced, fair, and unprejudiced record, I think we should get back 
to, we will say, January 1, 1949-——— 

Mr. Evtns. Well, now, the gentleman knows—— 

Bao Oe (continuing). So that it may all be spread on the 
record. 

And that is the request I make, Mr. Chairman. And I make it 
officially as a motion, that this subcommittee request by subpena of this 
witness and of the witness immediately before this witness, that the 
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subpena to which we have been referring cover the entire period from 
January 1, 1949. 

Mr. Evins. Now, is the gentleman through with his observations? 

Mr. McCuttocn. Yes; I am. 

Mr. Evins. I will say to the gentleman that he knows the chairman 
of the full committee or the chairman of the subcommittee has the 
power to individually issue subpenas. We are given that power under 
the resolution adopted by the Congress. And I have issued the sub- 
penas—limited as they are—as we have determined them necessary for 
this inquiry. 

The request that the gentleman is making goes far beyond the sco 
of the subpena, and as far as investigating prior to January 1, 1953, the 
gentleman knows that there have been repeated, overlapping, and 
many extensive investigations prior to that time. 

Mr. McCutxocn. I had hoped the chairman would not come to a 
precipitous decision on the motion and request that I have made. 

I say again that I am interested in writing a record that is fairly 
balanced, Mr. Chairman, and I can see no harm in covering the period 
from January 1, 1949. I hope that that will be the decision of this 
subcommittee. 

Now, about the subpena, I know that it is within the power of the 
chairman of the committee or the subcommittee to issue subpenas. 
have not questioned that. I have just made a factual statement that I 
did not see the subpena; therefore, I did not know what was in it. 

So at the earliest possible opportunity that I have had, I suggested 
that the period covered be dated back to January 1, 1949. 

Mr. Evins. I will say to the gentleman that the staff intends to 
examine the material subnsitied, and that if it is not in full compliance 
with the subpena, then at that time the committee will give considera- 
tion to issuing a supplemental or additional subpena. 

Mr. Brauner. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Yes, Mr. Brauner. 

Mr. Brauner. The documents which we filed in connection with 
formal proceedings, such as hearings before the Commission, were 
taken from the files of our Washington office. I have not had an op- 
portunity to ascertain if they are complete. I believe that each of 
them shows the nature of the proceeding and contains the more im- 
portant documents. 

If counsel for the committee is interested in additional documents 
with respect to any of the proceedings, I should be-glad.to:see if-we 
have them. I think if you are interested in the nature of the proceed- 
ing, it would save us considerable work. 

r. MacIntyre. That would be in your Washington office? 

Mr. Brauner. No; I believe we stripped our Washington office to 
deliver these files to you. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Brauner. 

Thank you, Mr. Morse. 

The committee will call next Mr. Philip Merryman. 

Mr. Merryman, will you swear that the testimony you are about to 
give before this subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. yMAN. I do. 
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TESTIMONY OF PHILIP MERRYMAN, PRESIDENT, COMMITTEE FOR 
HOMETOWN TELEVISION, ACCOMPANIED BY HARRY M. PLOTKIN, 
HIS ATTORNEY 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Merryman, please state your full name, the position 
you hold or your business connection, and you may proceed with your 
observations before the subcommittee. 

Mr. Merryman. My name is Philip Merryman. I am president and 
general manager of radio station WICC in Bridgeport, Conn., and 
television station WICC—TYV in the same city. 

I am here today as president of the Committee for Hometown Tele- 
vision, a group of station operators in New England. Between us, we 
represent about every kind of television operation, VHF as well «as 
UHF operators. 

Mr. Evrns. You may proceed, Mr. Merryman. 

Mr. MerryMan. As I said, Mr, Chairman, I am appearing here 
today as president of the Committee for Hometown Television, a group 
of station operators in New England. Between us we represent just 
about every kind of television operation: VHF as well as UHF oper- 
ators; hopeful holders of construction permits and owners no longer on 
the air; stations linked with radio operations, and stations standing 
alone; companies in the black and companies in the red; stations with 
and without network affiliations. 

Mr. McCuttocu. Mr. Merryman, for the record, would you supply 
the entire list of towns and cities where these stations are located, 
together with the name of the owner of each station ? 

Mr. Merryman. I would be glad to supply such a list. 

Mr. Evins. It may be received. 

(The list referred to was not submitted. ) 

Mr. MerryMan. May I say that the Committee for Hometown Tele- 
vision welcomes the attention of the House Select Committee on Small 
Business in this problem? For more than 2 years, we have been 
calling attention to the fact that the inevitable trend in the television 
industry at the present time is toward a monopoly. 

In April or May of 1954, in testifying before the subcommittee of 
the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, I made this 
statement : 


Now, this allocation system— 
I am quoting now— 


in my opinion should be characterized as an engineer’s dream, which generally 
ignores the broad social and economic facts of our democracy, and I think that 
further in my opinion, had the two networks which monopolized the national 
television broadcasting industry devised their own plan of allocating stations 
designed to consolidate and perpetuate their monopolies, they could not haye 
conceived an allocation system better suited to their purposes. 

Now, I submit that in the 2 years following that statement, the 
actual events have served to prove the premises that, were there set 
forth. At the time that statement was made, there were approximately 
158. television stations m the category known as UHF either on the 
air or preparing to go on the air.. Today there are 94 of those stations 
left. The others have ceased to operate. . 

There were at that time, also, approximately 225 applications for 
construction permits issued to prospective operators of UHF tele- 
vision stations, generally in the smaller communities of the Nation. 
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Since that time, I believe 111 of them have turned their authority to 
build these stations back to the FCC, having become thoroughly 
aware that it was economic suicide to try to build them. Another 104 
of them are still holding those construction permits, waiting to see 
whether there will be something done in the television industry to 
create a favorable economic situation for them, so that it would be 
possible for them to construct the stations and go into business. 

I made that statement at that time, not as the president of the 
Committee for Hometown Television, but as the president of 
WICC-TV. I was appearing for myself solely at that time. . 

Now, the Committee for Hometown Television has one tie that binds 
us all together, and it is simply this: We are all convinced that our 
national television system has now reached the point of no return. 

What you gentlemen, the Congress as a whole, and the FCC make 
of our TV system this year will be its pattern for good. Later on 
there will be no chance to go back and reconsider the decisions of 
1956. There will be no point in taking another look. Pleaders for 
the status quo and those who counsel us to go slow in making changes 
in the present setup—these people, whether they know it or not, are 
freezing our national television system forever in its present form— 
a form wholly inadequate to our country’s needs. 

Now, what is the form of the television system today ¢ 

The dominant fact about United States television today is quickly 
told: Only 295 communities have their own television facility. Ap- 
proximately 1 in 3 congressional districts are without a successful 
television operation. And. as I pointed out, there is at present no 
prospect that those 1 out of 3 congressional districts will have their 
own television station. And there is very general agreement that 
under the FCC’s present allocations system, no more than 350 of our 
communities can ever have television facilities of their own. 

I think you will agree that this represents a disgraceful deadend 
for what is without question the greatest means of communication 
yet. to be developed. Imagine a regulatory system which limited 
motion-picture houses to. 350 communities or permitted railroad depots 
in only 350 towns. 

But if that seems incredible, let me point out to you gentlemen that 
there are today people both in and out of cur own industry who are 
prepared to settle for television in a mere 100 communities—and as of 
now they seem in a fair way to prevail. In this connection, may I in- 
vite your attention to the comments recently filed with the Federal 
Communications Commission by the Columbia Broadcasting System. 

The CBS plan proposes to cover the United States from 100 prin- 
cipal cities for network programs, and in the process jettison the 
small stations completely. ey make statements that they are not 
actually proposing that the system be frozen to those 100 markets, but 
I submit that the practical effect of their plan, if put into effect, would 
be to freeze television to those 100 markets. 

For instance, in New England, where I operate, this plan proposes 
stations in but four communities: Portland, Maine; Boston, Provi- 
dence, and Hartford. 

Now, if you put 4 weal competitive facilities, or 3 equal competitive 
facilities, rather, in those 4 markets for each of the 3 networks, it is 
my ry as an operator in that area that no other television station 
would have the economic means to exist. 
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Now, contrast this 4-community plan with the 165 radio stations 
and 128 daily newspapers currently serving New England. 

At this point it might be well for you to look at the map which was. 
attached as an exhibit—I think you have a copy of it there, Mr. Chair- 
man—with the plan that CBS filed with the FCC. 

This map delineates the 100 areas in which there would be 3 equal 
competitive facilities for the 3 networks, and you will observe the 
situation in New England as I have stated it. You can also observe 
what the plan calls for in your own States and in your own districts. 

Mr. McCuttocn. Mr. Merryman, could you give me a rough idea 
of the cost of building a television station with respect to the cost of 
building a radio station of one of the type mentioned in your 
statement ? 

Mr. Merryman. We submitted, Mr. Con man, before the Senate 
committee testimony on that which I would be glad to make available 
to this committee, in which we showed the cost from 9 different manu- 
facturers for building what we call the small hometown type of sta- 
tion. They were in pretty general agreement that about $60,000 was 
the cost, without the building, I believe, and land. Now, that would be 
a small television station. 

Other witnesses had costs that ran.as high, I believe, for equipment, 
as $225,000 to $250,000. They--were for a very large-coverage tele- 
vision station. When you add to that the cost of studios, building, and 
land, the cost can be almost anything you choose to make it. 

Mr. Evins. In any event, as president of the Hometown Television 
Organization, you know of ample resources and a number of local 
community people who would be interested in building such facilities, 
could the network situation be satisfactorily worked out ? 

Mr. Merryman. Mr. Chairman, I believe that any community that 
now supports a newspaper or a radio station can support a television 
station as well. 

Now, I do not say that this is due to the networks. I say it is due 
to the policies of the Federal Communications Commission that such 
things cannot be built at the present time and survive economically. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Merryman, have you completed your statement? 

Mr. MerryMan. No, sir. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. MerryMan. I might say in reference to this CBS map that 
Senator Magnuson, in questioning the full Commission, and all 7 
members, I believe, were present-that day—asked them about a report 
in the magazine Broadcasting-Telecasting, that the members of the 
FCC, testifying before a network investigating committee, having 
conferred in New York with the 3 organizations, concluded that the 
most important problem before the Commission at the present time 
was to see that there were 3 competitive facilities in each of the 100 
leading markets of the United States. 

I cite that just to show that none of the Commissioners disagreed 
with the statement. One of them, I believe, said that it was substan- 
ially true, but the other 6 Commission members sitting there did not 
disagree that it was not true. And I cite that to show how perilously 
close we are to having a frozen monopolistic system in the television 
industry, which will not be in the interests of the United States of 
America. 
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Since the preservation of the 1955 status quo appears to have strong 
support inside the FCC itself, their justification for this stand needs 
some attention. In effect they say: It is not very important as 
national policy whether a TV viewer gets his program from his own 
community station or from some out-of-town station. If we could 
agree to this premise, then in fact there would be very little urgency 
in these hearings, certainly not so much as recently produced over 350 
statements to the FCC on the future of allocations. 

What good is’a television station toa community? Well, first of all, 
it provides a forum for local politics; it provides an outlet for local. 
fund raising, for the dissemination of local news; a medium for local 
advertisers; a channel for civic education, for the encouragement of 
civic enterprises. Without, for ene a local station, a local viewer 
may—and frequently does—watch the political campaign of a man 
for whom he cannot vote while the local candidate must remain in- 
visible; he may be—and frequently is—urged to contribute to another 
community’s charities while his local organization goes poor. 

Again, consider the plight of the local merchant. Without a tele- 
vision station in town, he cannot use the medium for advertising, be- 
cause, of course, he cannot afford to go to the wide-coverage out-of- 
town station. That is too bad, but not really so serious. 

What is serious is: that the local merchant’s competitor, the chain 
outlet, having stores in communities all through the area, can—and 
does—afford plenty of time on that wide coverage out-of-town sta- 
tion. Thus, we enter on that old and vicious cycle where the big 
get bigger and the smaller go under. And as any student of urban 
growth can testify, one result of this cycle is to orient the consumer 
toward the big city at the expense of his own hometown community. 

But that is not all; there is the reverse of the coin. A television 
—_ limited to 295 communities must inevitably result in placing 
the whole system in the control of a monopoly. If this seems an 
extravagant statement, may I refer you once again to the CBS state- 
ment I mentioned before? There you will find blueprinted the few 
easy steps by which our national television system can be reduced to 
3 network stations-in each of 100 communities. The steps are few 
and easy because the present FCC policy has brought us today so 
parton close to that very pass; very little remains to be done. 

Now, let me pause right here to make one emphatic point: In the 
course of my statement I have seemingly attacked the networks in 

neral, and CBS in particular. But in our view, they are to be 

eld blameless for the threat their plans pose. They are doing no 
more than to take full and sda advantage of what the FCC 
allows—a course any of us will always follow, I think. Our quar- 
rel, then, is not with CBS for its 100-market, monopolistic plan, but 
with the FCC for pursuing a policy which allows such a plan to be 
considered. 

The broad perspectives of history—and here we have only to go 
back to the last world war—show very clearly the great dangers 
inherent in any monopoly of the.means of national communication. 
While I am not for a moment suggesting that the gentlemen in charge 
of our TV networks have any intention of placing our television 

stem in jeopardy, I cannot refrain from making the point that 
their plans would unwittingly turn our feet down a perilous path. 
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From these considerations I think it is fair to conclude that the 
limitation of television to 350 communities is a great deal more than 
unfortunate or regrettable. Viewed as the result of a national policy, 
such hamstringing of a great national asset is no less than catas- 
trophic. It is all the more catastrophic in view of the needlessness of 
the operation. ; 

I would like to call your attention to the exhibit called A Dip and 
a Rise. Now, the chief purpose of this exhibit is to show you the 
relationship of network business to the total business of radio stations 
and how the network business has declined precipitately since 1953. 
If you will look at the bottom squares, you will see the sections labled 
“National Network.” You will see that of $477 million * advertising 
on radio stations in 1953, $92 million of that was in network. Of 
$451 million of advertising in 1954, the network portion had dropped 
to $78 million. And in 1955, of $455 million, the network portion had 
dropped to $54 million. 

Meanwhile, the local use of the stations by local advertisers had 
increased from $249 million in 1953 to $278 mullion in 1955. 

Now, if I can call your attention to another exhibit, this exhibit 
labeled “Picture of Change—1955 Compared with 1954”—and it .com- 
pares only the 2 years—on the top lines, you have a comparison per- 
centagewise of the distribution of business in both television and 
radio. 

You will see that in 1954 the total business was $803.6 million for 
television; in 1955, it was $1,005 million. Now, you will note there the 
increase in the amount of network business in television. The trend 
there is directly opposite the trend in radio. And this is due to two 
things: Radio, after nearly 35 years of doing business in the United 
States, is reaching the point that newspapers have reached. If you 
look at the section under “Newspapers,” you will see only two types 
of business: local business and national business, all of this business 
placed directly with the newspapers, not through networks. 

Now, after a history of more than 200 years of service, even before 
our Republic was formed, the newspapers have reached their true 
position of serving the local community. Radio is rapidly reaching 
that position. The network influence in radio is dropping off. But 
in television, which is new and greatly restricted at the present time, 
the network influence in the business done by television is on the 
increase. 

Ultimately, the goal of both television and radio will be where 
newspapers are now. The revenue will be derived from the service 
to the local community and not through national organizations. 

I might say the networks compare in relationship to newspapers 
as magazines, or I should say the networks compare to radio and tele- 
vision stations in the way that newspapers compare to magazines. 
The magazines are solely national business. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Merryman, these 2 charts show, as I interpret them, 
from 1954 to 1955, that television advertising is up 25.1 percent, 
whereas radio has declined in the last’ year by 3.5 percent ? 

Mr. MerryMan. The point I wanted to make, Mr. Chairman, was 
that the local radio business from 1954 to 1955 has increased by 1.6 
percent. The network business in radio has decreased by 21.4 percent. 

In television, however, the network business had increased by 24.4 
percent. 
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Mr. Evins. Will you supply the committee with a brief statement 
as to the basis of where this information was obtained ? 

Mr. MerryMan. It is right on the documents, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 

Mr. Merryman. The first chart I showed you, “A Dip and a Rise,” 
was reprinted by permission of Broadcasting-Telecasting, the issue 
of February 20, 1956. ‘The second document was reprinted from 
Printers Ink, the issue of February 10, 1956. 

(The document referred to above as being reprinted from Printers 
Ink is on file with the subcommittee, the other appears on p. 714.) 

Mr. Evins. Those two documents may be incorporated in the record 
with your statement. 

Mr. McCuttocu. Mr. Merryman, do you think the quality and the 
cost of a television program would have any bearing on this increasing 
network use of time? 

Mr. MerrymMan. Well, certainly that is true. 

Mr. McCut.ocu. If there were complete coverage by television sta- 
tions, as there is by radio stations, would you think that the percentage 
of network and local time would be substantially the same, or would 
not the television network time always remain considerably in excess 
of radio time by reason of those two items, and others, perhaps, too, 
those being quality of the program and the cost of the program? 

Mr. Merryman. Mr. Congressman, the network dominance at the 
present time is due primarily to the wide-coverage television stations 
that have been allocated in the major cities of the country, where, in 
the early stages of the development of a new industry, television sta- 
tions had the best chance of surviving and proving out. 

Now, as a result of allocating those stations, it has been possible for 
the network to gather together a sufficient number of those stations 
so that they can cover in excess of 95 percent of the population of the 
United States. Naturally, they are the only market at the present 
time for television programs. 

And, of course, their programs must be better. Nobody else can 
compete with them except at the local level in a particular community. 
There you can compete with them. 

Mr. McCutiocu. You say you can or you cannot? 

Mr. MerryMan. You can. 

Mr. McCutxiocu. Do you think that a television station in a town 
the size of my hometown, for instance, 20,000, can complete with one 
of the outstanding network programs? 

Mr. Merryman. Not as things stand today. That station could 
buy some programs that would be better than the network programs 
coming down the line and could place those programs against the 
high-rated network programs and achieve a very good competitive 
situation. But that station will never have the chance to buy those 
programe as long as this monopolistic situation continues. The mar- 

et for the independent film producer, the independent artist, will 
never develop. 

If you had a free competitive situation, we would have a market 
for them. It stands to reason that if there were 2,000 television sta- 
tions in the country, the market would be bigger than it is for 350 sta- 
tions, and therefore there would be incentive for the development of 


film programs of wide interest at a price that a small station could 
afford to pay. 
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(The document above referred to is as follows :) 
A DIP & A RISE 
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Mr. Evrys. Is it your testimony, Mr. Merryman, that under the 
national freeze of the TV system, with 435 Congressional districts 
throughout the United States, at the present time approximately one 
in three Congressional districts is without a successful television oper- 
ation ¢ 

Mr. MerryMan. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. And you also testified that under the limited TV system, 
there were about 290 stations, did you say, or how many? 298? Less 
than 300? 

Mr. MerryMan. There are operating today in total about 450. 

Mr. Evins. I understood you to use the figure 290. 

Mr. MrerryMan. I was talking, I believe, about VHF stations. 

Mr. Evins. Oh, yes. 

Mr. MerryMan. There are 464 television stations operating as of 
today. 

Mr. Evins. 464 TV stations. 

Does that include the UHF ? 

Mr. MerryMan. That includes the UHF. 

You understand that there are many communities in which there 
are more than one television station operating. 

Mr. Evins. Under such a system, you indicated that that would be 
a little over 100 stations each for the major networks ¢ 

Mr. MrerryMan. No. I said the CBS plan called for 3 competitive 
facilities in the first 100 markets of the United States. That would 
mean 300 stations. And I said that I did not beliew: many, if any, 
stations outside of those 100 stations, or 300 stations in the first 100 
markets, could exist. 

Mr. Evins. What has been the situation in respect to the UHF 
stations and their progress, or lack of progress, in the past 2 years? 

Mr. Merryman. The last official information we have is that of the 
FCC in their annual report for fiscal 1955. And I believe they re- 
ported there that 18 UHF stations were operating at a profit. All 
the others were operating at a loss. 

Is that the information you wanted, sir? 

aoe ee And how many UHF stations are there under license 
today { 

Mr. Merryman. The statement says 95, but since we sent the state- 
ment to the mimeographers, 1 more has gone off the air; so it is now 
94 commercial stations. 

Mr. Evins. 94 UHF stations, and the FCC’s latest report is that 
18 are operating in the black ? 

Mr. Merryman. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. How many construction permits to your knowledge 
have been canceled within the past year or the past 2 years? 

Mr. MerryMan. We have a figure for 1955. There were 21. But 
these were operating stations; stations that were in operation. 21 of 
them quit in 1955. 

I don’t believe I have a figure for the number of holders of what 
we call construction permits who have relinquished them in 1955 and 
in 1954. There were 111 of them all together. And most of those, 
I believe, were in 1954 and 1955. 

Mr. Evins. Your testimony in substance discloses that UHF sta- 
tions are on the decline, that construction permits are being revoked, 
and a limited number of these UHF stations, some 18, are operating 

80630—56—pts. 3-5-3 
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in the black; and in contrast to this there is a concentration with 
respect to the major networks of the country ? 

Mr. MerryMan. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. Do you have further testimony ? 

Mr. MerryMan. I have some more material here. 

Just how impossible UHF operation now is can readily be deduced 
from some vital statistics. Since 1952, the total of UHF stations 
forced out of business is 57. As I said, there has been 1 more since 
we wrote this statement, so it is now 58. Twenty-one of them quit 
in 1955. Of the 95 UHF commercial stations now in operation, about 
four-fifths are operating at a loss. 

A mere 18 are profitable. One hundred and eleven recipients of 
construction permits for UHF stations have relinquished them. One 
hundred and four are sitting on them. And I might say that since 
this statement was written, the figure has changed to 112 who have 
relinquished them and 103 who are sitting on them. 

One other fellow gave up. 

These statistics tell a plail story: UHF in the United States today 
is nearly dead. What’s more, the impressive piles of financial wreck- 
age that now cover the UHF saauinonp make it highly unlikely 
that any new capital for UHF will a ron the scene, now or ever— 
unless something is done about U right now, before the 95 sta- 
tions still operating go under. Just how urgent this situation is may 
be seen in the fact that in the last 90 days, 7 more UHF stations 
went off the air. @ 

I am adding one to the figure in the statement. 


After all, neither you gentlemen nor the FCC can simply legis- 
late new UHF stations into being. For every station there has to be 
a group of businessmen willing to risk their capital in what they con- 
sider to be a sound investment; and in the context we are discussing 
here, these businessmen have to be local businessmen; that is, in- 
vestors, with limited funds. You can — just so much business 


failure on the UHF record, and then these potential investors will 
turn their backs for good on TV as an investment possibility. 

Here is a case in point: Early in 1953 my company put up a build- 
ing for our television operation in Bridgeport: at a cost of $163,000. 
Repeated efforts to finance the construction through the normal chan- 
nels were unsuccessful, largely because we were a new station with a 
UHF license. 

Finally and in desperation, we secured a mortgage for less than 
one-third the construction cost from the builder himself—for which 
we must pay 10 percent interest, Small Business Administration or not. 

Imagine trying to finance a UHF station in Bridgeport now. 

I think you will agree with me that investment in CHF operation 
has now been brought by FCC policy—or lack of it—very close to 
the untouchable class. This progress of UHF to the brink of extinc- 
tion comes as no particular surprise; it had been widely anticipated 
among UHF operators for some time. 

This is all by way of enlarging on a statement with which I began 
my testimony here today: This is television’s year of decision, and 
failure to act now on behalf of UHF will foreclose the possibility 
of any future resurrection. 

Now, I have spoken several times of the need for helping the VHF 
operations, and I wish to make clear to you that what we seek is 
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neither some sort of Federal bounty nor any special legislative dis- 
pensations. 

What we seek now is no more and no less than what the Congress 
has told the FCC to provide—and I quote from the act: 


A fair, efficient, and equitable distribution of * * * service. * * * 

This would certainly involve some oo in current FCC policy ; 
some steps they have taken will have to be retraced; but I wish to 
make the point that such changes are needed only to return to the 
path the Congress set for the FCC in the first place. 


The question now becomes: How can we put the FCC and our na- - 


tional television allocation policy back on the track for priority 2— 
a television facility for every ee, 

There is evident in statements recently filed with the FCC a tend- 
ency to make this problem seem more complex than it really is. 

This seeming complexity is due largely to the fact that discussion 
has centered around the engineering problems involved rather than 
addressing itself to the fundamentals of policy. 

If you or I set out to put up an office building, we don’t start by 
calling in the plumber, and then design the building around his pipe- 
lines. We call in the architect, and require the plumber to figure out 
plumbing lines that will fit the architect’s plan. No more should we 
now let engineering problems shape the future of America’s television. 
Policy comes first, and engineering is the servant of policy, not its 
master. 

Long ago Congress, that is, you gentlemen, told the FCC to provide 
“an equitable distribution” of television facilities, and the FCC at 
o time set up its allocation priorities as a translation of that 

olicy. 

The FCC has now virtually abdicated as an instrument of Govern- 
ment policy ; instead it seems to be attempting to rewrite congressional 
policy by a mystic and unprofessional estimation of which policy cre- 
ates the least stubborn engineering problems. 

What is it, then, that we seek from you gentlemen now? What 
precisely are we asking for ? 

If I may take the liberty of placing myself in your shoes for the 
moment, what I would do about the plight of the small television sta- 
tion, and about the hometown markets of the United States, is this: 

First, I would address my remarks exclusively to the FCC. This is 
the body solely responsible for our dilemma code and they have the 
full power to remedy the series of mistakes that have brought us to 
our present pass, After all, it was the FCC which made these mis- 
takes in the first. place. 

I would say to them: Implement the congressional mandate to pro- 
vide a television facility to as many communities as want them. 

Do it by intermixture, by tax differential, by using “drop ins,” by 
any means your engineers can devise, but do it. 

And do it right away, while you still can, do it before the small 
operators essential to this objective have all gone out. of business. 

This means, do it before June 1—or at least take such a good and 
affirmative start in this direction that by June 1 there will no longer be 


- neta as to where you are going, and whose interests you have 
at heart. 
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I would like to repeat something I said earlier: I am the operator 
of a UHF station in a VHF area. I have lost money every month 
since we began operations back in 1953. I see no immediate prospect 
of making any money. All that keeps me in operation is the hope 
that something will be done to make it possible for me to compete on 
even terms with the VHF monopoly of the air. 

But hope, gentlemen, is a tender flower and my resources are very 
nearly at an end. I am quite sure in my own mind that unless there 
come from these hearings some positive mandate to the FGC, my 
hope and my resources will give out very quickly. 

The only justification for pouring money down a rathole is the 
expectation that someday I will get it back. If I cannot see how it 
will ever come back, I must close down—and I will. 

I have just spoken in the first —e singular. But I know, and 
you must also know that my words are echoed to the last comma by 
very nearly every one of the 94 UHF operators still on the air. 

Again, I change 95 to 94, since one did quit since I wrote this. 

What is needed now, by us, by the FCC, by the American public, 
is an affirmative statement of policy from you gentlemen—statement 
of a policy which will give us what I might describe as the “business 
hone” to keep going until equity can catch up with us. 

If no action is taken, then not only will we go under, not only will 
television be denied forever to America’s hometowns, but we will by 
the sheer force of inertia be delivered into the hands of a monopoly 
of three men: The presidents of the three networks. 

Such a monopoly will, we know, freeze the whole industry; freeze 
the art of television; freeze the TV film industry. 

And—as I certainly don’t have to explain to you gentlemen—where 
a monopoly has been allowed to triumph, there you will find the 
graves of small business. 

Consider for a moment this fact: Television is an infant industry. 
Technically, it stands now on the verge of enormous advances, ad- 
vances in transmission and reception that will surely lead us as far 
ahead of today’s operation as the hi-fi phonograph is ahead of the 
trumpet-horn model of Edison’s day. In television what is probably 
today will become everyday tomorrow—and what seems impossible 
now may soon be cataloged for sale. 

And it is at this crucial point, at this golden threshold, that the 
FCC would permit the small stations to die and the monopoly of 
wide-coverage stations to take over.’ If ever there was a small busi- 
ness worth protecting, and if ever there was a moment when that 
help was vital, it is the small television station right now. 

Rob a community of a factory and you create unemployment that 
can be remedied. Rob it of its own station and you create a void which 
can never be filled. 

We are, in fact, at a moment of crisis in the history of communica- 
tions, and our duty now is to recognize that this is a crisis; the per- 
spective of history will make this fact plain enough. 

The first step toward saving hometown television must be taken in 
the minds of the Federal Communications Commissioners. 

They must concede that UHF and hometown television can be 
rescued by a series of immediate, forthright and affirmative actions 
well within the scope of their own authority. 
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This done, the vista is fine: 

1, The present retreat into a stifling and dangerous monopoly will 
be ended. 

2. The television industry will obtain better and closer coverage, 
better programing, more return for the advertising dollar, and in 
short, more television. 

3. America will get hometown television, an essential aspect of its 
democratic tradition. 

Mr. Evixs. Thank you, Mr. Merryman, for your very fine state- 
ment. I should add that it is certainly a thought-provoking challenge - 
which you have presented to the subcommittee. 

You have called attention to the provision in the Federal Commu- 
nications Act providing for “a fair, efficient, and equitable distribution 
of * * * service,” and you have said that there is a tendency to make 
our television allocation problem seem more complex than it is due to 
the fact that discussion has centered around the engineering problems 
involved rather than the fundamentals of policy. .And you have also 
said that you are not criticizing the networks or their systems par- 
ticularly, but you pointed out the trend of foreclosures in the business 
of UHF stations and urged that some appeal be made to the Federal 
Communications Commission in behalf of hometown television and 
a better distribution of TV facilities because in your view the Federal 
Communications Commission has authority to proceed under existing 
legislation. ' 

Mr. Merryman. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. McCulloch ? 

Mr. McCviiocu. Mr. Merryman, when do you think the mistake 
in the policy of the FCC commenced ? 

Mr. Merryman. The first and basic mistake was made in 1948 when 
the Commission imposed a freeze on the television industry which froze 
it at the level of 108 VHF stations until July, I believe, of 1952. 

During that period there were 108 television stations in the United 
States that really had a monopoly on the television business. 

The Commission froze'the industry. They wouldn’t issue any more 
construction permits or authorize the construction of new stations 
until they solved the technical problems that had caused them to put 
the freeze on the industry in 1948, 

Secondly, in making what they call the Sixth Report in Order, 
which was a pen to provide television stations for the hometown com- 
munities of the United States, they intermixed this new type of station 
which required a special device on the receiver or a new receiver 
altogether, with these other stations which already had a circulation 
built up. 

Experience with that has indicated that wherever there are three 
such VHF stations operating against a new UHF station trying to 
get on the air, the UHF station is licked. There have been one or two 
instances where a UHF station has survived in the face of two com- 
peting VHF stations, and quite a few instances. where they have 
survived in the face of one station. 

But the Commission could have at that time separated the VHF 
stations allocated to a particular city and given to another city all 
UHF allocations, and thus avoided. one of the great problems that 
makes it almost impossible for the UHF station to compete today. 
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Mr. McCutxocn. I would take it, then, from what you have said, 
that you are of the opinion that FCC policy has been wrong and con- 
tinuously wrong for several years with respect to UHF and VHF in 
particular? 

Mr. MerrrMan. Well, the big mistake that was made—one can’t 
censure them too much for the sixth annual report and order of 1952, 
T believe they were doing their best at that time to provide a fully 
competitive television system for the United States—but what was 
bad was that after they had discovered certain facts that weren’t 
evident in the hearings which gathered information leading to the 
sixth report and order, they made no effort to reconcile those differ- 
ences to make it possible for the UHF station to compete. 

In fact, it seems to us that almost every action they take is in favor 
of the large coverage VHF station which is in turn either owned by 
or affiliated with the networks. 

Mr. McCuttocn. Are there other economic factors in your opinion 
that have militated against the success of UHF stations, for instance? 

Mr. Merryman. Yes, engineeringwise. And these factors have been 
to a large extent eliminated today. 

Rei MoCuraocu. But they were important for a considerable period 
of time ! 

Mr. MerrrMan. They were important in the early period, yes, sir. 

Mr. McCuttocu. Now, what do you call an ordinary television set ? 

Mr. MerryMan. You call ita VHF set. 

Mr. McCuttocu. And is the UHF built into that set, or do you have 
to get some kind of a gadget to go with it? 

bviously you can see that I am not on the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee, nor am I an engineer. 

Mr. Merryman. Let me go back a moment, if you will, Congress- 
man. 

I think the total possible allocation of stations in VHF is around 
575. There are stations allocated in the Far West where there is little 
economic support for them. So that the total possibility for VHF sta- 
tions where there are economics to support them is somewhere around 
400. The Commission’s sixth report and order set up about 1,500 addi- 
tional possibilities for television stations. Those were in the UHF 
band frequencies. There were no receivers then on the market that 
could receive these stations; there had been no market for them. 

Mr. McCottocu. But what Speers 9 of the sets that are made 
now will accommodate that kind of broadcasting? 

Mr. Merryman. I believe that the testimony is that for 1956, it will 
be in the neighborhood of 19 to 20 percent. 

Mr. McCuttocx. In your particular locality, what percentage of 
the receivers will pick up that kind of broadcast? 

Mr. Merryrman. We have less than 10 percent of the sets in the 
station area at Bridgeport now that can receive our UHF station. 
They do, however, get an excellent picture from seven VHF stations 
in New York City. 

Mr. McCuttocu. How do those sets compare in price with the 
ordinary set? 

Mr. Merryman. Well, the price has ranged over an area, I think, 
from 25 to 60, that is the receiver itself. 

Mr. McCutxocu. In addition to the regular price of a receiver? 
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Mr. Merryman. That is right. This year, I think, they will prob- 
ably standardize at around $30 more for a receiver that can get the 
UHF stations. 

Mr. McCutxiocu. Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. So that your industry is competing at a disadvantage 
because of the large number of VHF sets already on the market, and 
in addition to the other difficulties which you are experiencing, you 
are put at a competitive disadvantage in that regard ? 

Mr. Mrerryman. We just don’t have any competitive position. 

Mr. Evins. And you feel that the situation could be largely allevi- . 
ated or corrected by action of the FCC under power which it presently 
possesses ¢ 

Mr. MerryMan. All we need, Mr. Chairman, is for somebody, either 
the FCC itself or the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee, or this Select Committee for Small Business, to tell the FCC 
that they want the hometowns of America to have their television 
stations, and to direct their policy toward that end. 

Mr. Evrns. In other words, while there were some initial mistakes 
in the early days while television was eG: on the market, still 
at the present time policies are being pursued by the Federal Com- 


munications Commission which are disastrous, in your opinion ¢ 

Mr. Merryman. The Commission cannot doubt its own record. 
There are 58 stations that went on the air which have had to discon- 
tinue broadcasts. They can’t doubt that they issued some 225 ap- 
plications to other prospective operators of television stations that 
didn’t see fit to build them. 

Mr. Evins. And that their decisions on applications now do not 


favor or assist the small town or hometown stations but tend toward 
benefiting the entrenched networks? 

Mr. Merryman. Mr. Chairman, when we look at the official actions 
of the Commission and then read the public statements of some of the 
Commissioners, we feel that we are probably Alice in Wonderland. 

Mr, Evins. Mr. Arnold. 

Mr. Arnotp. Mr. Merryman, I was interested in these figures you 
gave on the increase in local sales of radio time. I would like to get 
some of the reasons behind it, if you know. I remember back in 1949 
when television was the great hope and radio broadcasters were very 
much concerned about getting revenue and meeting the competition 
of a new medium, television. I wonder if it is a correct statement to 
say that because of television many of the radio people were forced to 
go into the local communities and begin building up their own local 
sales, 

Mr. MerryMan. No, sir. I don’t believe that is the reason. First 
of all, I would like to say that some people believed that television 
would displace radio. I personally have never believed that. I made 
the statement as early as 1946 that the patterns of radio broadcasting 
must necessarily change in the light of the development of the tele- 
vision medium, but that radio broadcasting could go on to increase 
its circulation and its revenue in spite of the television competition. 

Mr. Arnotp. This is what I was wondering about: We have heard 
a lot in other hearings about the cost of a program, the high cost 
of network programing. I was wondering, actually, if you did create 
the local UF stations whether these stations by themselves would 
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then go into the local market. and vigorously exploit the local markets 
to get the necessary programing cost for the carrying on of their local 
rograms. And I thought that that had been done in a real sense 
y the radio broadcasters, that when they did turn to the local market 
they certainly were successful, as shown by these figures, in raising 
their total revenues. 

I was wondering if that same situation might be true in this UHF 
discussion. 

Mr. Merryman. Mr. Arnold, I don’t think you can go into any towr 
where a radio station is now operating where you won’t find the local 
merchants crying for an adequate local television station on which 
they can place their business. 

Mr. Arnotp. Then the potential is really there, but nobody has, 
as yet, had a chance to develop it because of the allocation policy; 
would that be correct ? 

Mr. MerryMan. That is basically correct. The allocation policy 
has tended toward monopoly. And it is monopoly not only in the 
field of the stations’ operations itself, but monopoly in the field of 
programs, in the field of developing television film, and in the field 
of talent. 

Mr. Arnotp. And you do feel that if you had a change in allocation 
policies and other policies which would benefit directly UHF that 
UHF could be successful ? 

Mr. Merryman. When you consider that—suppose you are an inde- 
pendent film producer and you are producing a film program at a 
basic cost of $100,000, and that you add distribution costs, you want 
to make a profit on that production, that is the reason you produced 
the film. As things stand today, that film producer has 2, possibly 3, 
markets for that film: CBS, NBC, and ABC. Each of them could 
offer the program to about a hundred statidns. Now, if that inde- 
pendent film producer could have a total possible market of 2,000 
television stations, there would be a great deal more incentive for him 
to develop these films than there would be under the present situation. 

As things stand now, his only market is the network. 

Mr. Arnotp. Would the same be true of pay-as-you-see television ? 

Mr. MerrymMan. Well, pay-as-you-see television is an unknown quan- 
tity, of course; it is a system that I think should be tried. I don’t 
think it should be prejudged either for or against. 

Mr. Arnotp. The chances would be greater if you had a greater 
number of television stations throughout the country ¢ 

Mr. MerryMan. Well, certainly, a pay-as-you-see operator could 
underwrite or distribute the cost. of pay-as-you-see television over a: 
broader base if there were a broader base of stations to accept it. 

Mr. Arnoip. Then the present limited number of stations in effect 
has real influence in excluding new programing ideas or new dis- 
tribution for programing? 

Mr. MerryMan., I think it does. 

If I could go back to radio for a moment, there was a time when 
exactly the same situation existed in radio, that any radio station 
without a network affiliation was up against an enormous handicap in 
survival. Today that isn’t so. I think networks are on the way out 
in radio, and I don’t think many years will pass before they will be 
out in radio. 

Mr. Arnowp. Do you think that is a healthy thing? 
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Mr. Merryman. [ think it is a very healthy thing. Our own sta- 
tion, for example, where we have some 13 radio stations, most of gc 
out of New York City, to compete with, we have no difficulty i 
competing with them, in fact, for a considerable portion of the ier 
80 percent of all the sets turned on in the Bridgeport area are turned 
to our station. 

Out of some 3,300 radio and television stations in the United States, 
we were the recipient, the other day, of 1 of 2 awards by the Alfred 
Du Pont Foundation for local community service. We have made 


our radio station a part of the community. And we have been emi- . 


nently successful in doing it. We have also been eminently unsuccess- 


ful in doing the same thing with television because of the competitive 
situation now set up. 


Mr. Arnotp. I wanted to ask you a few questions on your state- 
ment as to the monopoly position of the networks, and to try, in my 


own mind, to get straight exactly the extent of this monopoly as you 
allege it to be. 


ow, this, I take it, extends into programing. And I would also 
like to ‘ask you the extent to which it extends into adv ertising, and 


perhaps the manufacturer of the set itself, if you care to comment 
on that. 


Mr. Mrerryman. I would like to comment on all three of those, sir. 
And if I can have the committee’s time for a moment, I would like 
to read a letter. This is a letter dated June 9, 1953, at Bridgeport, 


Conn., to Frank Stanton, Esq., president, Columbia Broadcasting 
System, New York City: 


Dear FRANK: Just for the record I thought you should know the subject 
matter of my conversation with Fritz Snyder on May 26, which ensued follow- 
ing several days of unsuccessful effort to reach your vice president in charge 
of station relations, Herbert Ackberg, in regard to the order by the Russell Seeds 
Co. for their clients for the Jackie Gleason show for 26 weeks beginning June 
20 which has been placed with CBS in Chicago, referred to the New York office 
for approval and then rejected because WICC-TV does not have a work agree- 
ment with CBS. 

I advised Fritz that this was either the third or fourth incident of this 
nature; that we were not asking you for an affiliation agreement, although we 
would be receptive to having one, but merely a working arrangement to clear 
these individual programs when the client requested you to add us to their sta- 
tion list. You could thus relieve your sales department of the embarrassment 
of trying to sell a UHF station to your clients or of affiliating another UHF sta- 
tion with the CBS network. 

Fritz proceeded to tell me that you were not going to clear these programs to 
us and poke a big hole in the coverage of your network key station; that your 
picture was tops in Bridgeport and there was, therefore, no reason for adding 
the Bridgeport station. Whereupon I asked about New Haven and he again 
replied that you could argue that question until doomsday and nobody would ever 
find the answer and that the decision had been made not to furnish programs to 
WICC_TYV and that was that. I found this hard to believe, Frank, but then ad- 
vised Fritz that in my opinion you were making a serious mistake because since 
WCBS-—AM once dominated the Bridgeport market and it was now a poor second 
to WICC; that the same thing would happen with TV, and that one day you 
would be coming to us for time and we would not have time available. This 
Fritz construed as a threat whereas I meant simply that because in a matter of 
time we would be so in demand by advertisers there would be literally no time 
available. 

I think the position of CBS is interesting inasmuch as it seems to me that the 
company’s position as the operator of a network and its position as the operator 
of a TV station assigned to the New York area seems to be in conflict. As a net- 
work you are engaged in the business of syndicating programs some of which are 
for sale in such manner as to cover simultaneously a large percentage of the total 
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population of the United States. The success of this enterprise as a business 
depends on making the package attractive to advertisers, but in our case the 
advertisers requests were rejected on the grounds that it interferes with your 
other business—that is, a slight decrease in the sales attractiveness of WCBS—TV. 

I wondered if you were informed of this action since all of us who operate radio 
stations by grants realize that we are licensed to operate a station in the public 
interest, convenience, and necessity and nothing whatsoever is said in the license 
about running an advertising business. This led me to the question of what made 
Fritz assume that as the operator of a station licensed to the New York metro- 
politan area you are authorized to encroach upon the services of a station licensed 
to Bridgeport, Conn.? Your primary responsibility as the operator of WCBS-TV 
must necessarily be to serve the needs of the community in which you are au- 
thorized to operate. You cannot do that and at the same time so operate that 
station to serve the needs of the people in the State of Connecticut. WICC and 
WICC-TV are so operated. 

As a long-established station WICC is the station the public in our area look 
toward for their community service. Asa fledgling, WICC-TYV is working toward 
that objective. However, the economics are burdensome. Should such unnatural 
factors as a decision by the management of CBS to boycott WICC—TV be thrown 
into the balance, the question of whether the station can survive its period of 
formation to later serve the interests of the people of Connecticut arises. 

Also, I am enclosing a map prepared by our consulting engineers which shows 
by FCC standards the limits of metropolitan coverage by WCBS-TV, WICC -TYV, 
and your nearest other affiliate WKNB-TV, New Britain, Conn. As you will 
note, there is no duplication. On the contrary there is considerable gap between 
the areas. 

I should appreciate an early reply to clear up the matter since we would 
like to fulfill our order by the Russell Seeds Co. for their clients if possible. 

Very sincerely yours, 


PHILte MERRYMAN, 
President and General Manager, Southern Connecticut and Long Is- 
land Television Co., Inc. 


And I havea reply to the letter I would like to read, if I may. 


Mr. Evins. May I interrupt, Mr. Merryman? As a result of this 
controversy and endeavor to secure programs, did you continue to be 
boycotted or did you succeed in securing the programs ? 

Mr. MerryMan. I never did secure the programs. 

And now I have a reply to the letter I would like to read, if I may. 

Mr. Evrns. Is the letter lengthy? If it is, it may be included in 
the record at this point. 

Mr. MerryMan. It can be included. It appears at page 451 of the 
hearings before the Subcommittee on Communications of the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, United States Senate. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


CBS TELEVISION, 
DIVISION OF CoLUMBIA BroapcaAstTINne System, INC., 
New York, N. Y., June 19, 1953. 
Mr. PHILiep MERRYMAN, 
President, Bridgeport Broadcasting Co., Bridgeport, Conn. 

Dear Mr. MerryMAN: Dr. Stanton has asked me to reply to your letter of 
June 9, 1953, to him. 

In our opinion, we best serve the public if the CBS Television network is con- 
stituted so as to (i) make CBS Television network programs available to the 
largest number of people and (ii) provide efficient, economic coverage for ad- 
vertisers. Fulfillment of the second objective aids us in attaining the first. 

In our opinion, the addition of WICC-TV would hinder rather than assist us 
in achieving these objectives, irrespective of any effect WICC-TV might have 
on CBS-TV. Incidentally, I don’t think it would have any effect. 

Finally, I would like to point out a number of inaccuracies in your letter of 
June 9: 

1. If the WCBS—TV contour shown on the map you enclosed is intended to 
show the grade A contour, it is in error. A proof of performance survey by 
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CBS-TV engineers shows the median field at the contour shown to be 4.5 mv/m. 

2. Nowhere in either (@) ECC rules, or (b) trade practices generally em- 
ployed-im appraising the coverage-of television stations, will you find suppert 
for your contention that a television station cannot serve a metropolitan area 
outside of the 4.5 mv/m contour (or the grade A contour, whichever your map 
was intended to show). 

3. Field strength measurements indicate that WCBS-TV delivers a median 
field of approximately 60 dbu (1 mv/m) in Bridgeport. We believe this is an 
adequate signal. 

4. Supporting the adequacy of the WCBS-TYV signal in your area, the Nielsen 
Coverage Service shows WCBS-TV with an evening circulation of 95 percent of 
the television homes in Fairfield County. In fact, it shows that 82 percent of 
these homes watch WCBS-TYV on 6 or 7 nights a week. ; 

5. In the third paragraph of your letter, you state that WCBS (AM) is now 
a poor second to WICC. The latest Hooper survey fails to substantiate this 
claim, showing WCBS to have a 27.9 percent share of the audience for all 
periods rated, versus 25.3 percent for WICC. 

Very truly yours, 
J. Von VOLKENBURG, President. 

Mr. Evins. In conclusion, I gather that by the boycott of your 
station they refused to permit you to contract for the programs ? 

Mr. MrerryMan. On the basis that the station in New York that 
they owned fully covered the Bridgeport market. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Arnold. 

Mr. Arnotp. I have one more question. It is in relation to your 
remarks that the networks are not to blame for the situation, because 
they are, in effect, seeking their own interests and are allowed to do 
that by the FCC. 

In that connection I would like to read a statement. purported to 
have been made by Mr. Lee in the October 1953 issue of Broadcast- 
ie renee 

t says: 

Commissioner Lee doesn’t believe that the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion should concern itself unduly with programs or business operations, theoriz- 
ing the broadcasters by dint of risk investments, experience, and know-how, 
are best qualified to run their own affairs in public interest. 

I hate to ask as a matter of opinion, but I bring that quotation up, 
because in my own mind there is a real danger—one of the weaknesses 
of the Commission is that there has been a reliance upon the mem- 
bers of the industry to, in effect, regulate themselves. And I take it 
by your own statement that you feel that they would regulate them- 
selves in their own economic interest and not in the public interest, sir. 

Mr. Merryman. Well, I don’t mean to impugn the character of the 
people who are heading the networks—I myself worked for NBC for 
20 years. Ten of those years I worked in the station relations depart- 
ment, and in the economic planning and development department 
of NBC. 

I think those gentlemen are doing the best they know. As between 
each other in a competitive situation, they have to compete for clients, 
national advertisers who can afford to purchase the network faciilties. 
However, I think in the zeal of competing with one another for the 
coverage that that becomes the paramount question—not whether the 
national television system is the best the country can have. 

Obviously, if CBS can succeed in getting the Commission to ap- 
prove a plan whereby there will be 3 equal competitive facilities in the 
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first 100 markets of the United States, they have accomplished 
2 things: 

They have got one-third of the total television pie in the United 
States as it exists today. 

They have succeeded in setting up a competitive situation whereby 
there is very little chance that their franchise on one-third of the total 
television pie of the United States will never be threatened. 

Mr. Evins. When you speak of setting up a competitive situation, 
I judge you imply a lack of competitive situation ? 

Mr. Merryman. Mr. Chairman, nobody in his right mind would 
try to start a UHF television station in Bridgeport today in the light 
of the facts that have come forward since 1952. 

Mr. Evins. And as president of the Committee for Hometown Tele- 
vision, in your judgment, does that general pattern prevail throughout 
the country ? 

Mr. MerryMan. In those areas where the VHF stations have been 
set up—not necessarily in the same town—but there might be com- 
munities a hundred miles away from a VHF station where a local 
station could be supported except for the competition from that 
station. 

So it applies in those cities where the VHF stations are in domi- 
nance, and it applieg to the entire areas which may contain in some 
instances as many aS 100 communities which might support a tele- 
vision station if they didn’t cover it so thoroughly and well. 

Mr. Arnotp. In relation to the network investigation started by the 
Federal Communications Commission, it is a matter of press know- 
ledge, of course, and you stated that the staff of the Commission did 
go - Madison Avenue to hold conferences with members of the net- 
work. 

I would like to ask you whether the staff has been in communication 
with you or with anybody in Bridgeport, or whether they have had 
conferences with members of the UHF industry. 

Mr. Merryman, Not that I know of, sir. 

Mr. Arnotp. Has the staff asked for the letter that you just read 
to the committee ? 

Mr. Merryman. No, they have not. 

Mr. Arnot. Have you had any indication from the FCC that they 
would be interested in hearing from you? 

Mr. Merryman. No, sir, I have not. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Merryman, would you supply the committee with 
the series of exhibits which you referred to. I believe 1 and 2 have 
been included, but I believe that all of the exhibits which you had 
should be included in your testimony. 

Mr. MerryMan. There is one exhibit that I didn’t talk about. And 
this goes to what is at the root of all of this trouble. 

The Commission set up a number of priorities as the basis for allo- 
cating stations. Priority 1 said it should provide at least 1 tele- 
vision service for all of the people of the United States; priority 2 at 
least 1 television station in all of the communities of the United States. 

Mr. Evins. And that exhibit, along with the others, will be received 
with your testimony. And it is poset that the committee may wish 
to call you for further information as the hearings proceed. 





THE ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES OF THE FED- 
ERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 
AND THEIR EFFECT ON SMALL BUSINESS 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 21, 1956 


House or RepresenTaTIvEs, 
Suscommitrrer No. 1 on Feperat Recutarory AGENCcIEs, 
oF THE Se.ect Commirree To Conpuctr a Stupy AND 
INVESTIGATION OF THE PROBLEMS OF SMALL Business, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:30 a. m., in 
room 362, House Office Building, Washington, D. C., Hon. Joe L. 
Evins (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Evins (presiding), Multer, Yates, and 
McCulloch. 

Also present: Everette MacIntyre, staff director and general coun- 
sel, George L. Arnold and Irving Maness, assistant counsel, Clarence 
D, Everett, staff member, Victor P. Dalmas, assistant to minority 
members. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will come to order. 

This morning I should like to submit for the record a letter re- 
ceived from the Chairman of the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, Mr. George C. McConnaughey. It is in response to a press 
statement which I made with reference to this inquiry. 

I am going to ask that both my statement and Re MeCoisiidiighity's 
jetter be printed in the record together. There will be some further 
comment upon some of the statements made in this letter regarding 
the misunderstanding of perhaps the use of the word “networks.” 

If one wishes to amend that to use the word “industry,” there would 
be no objection, or “those regulated.” 

(The letter and the press release referred to are as follows :) 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., March 19, 1956. 
Hon, Jor L. Evrys, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, House Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Represenatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear CoNnGrRessMAN Evins: On my return to my office this morning, I was 
astounded to read the press release that you had issued the afternoon of March 
15, 1956, which suggests that in our conference the week previous I had indicated 
that networks had control over the staff of the Federal Communications Com- 
mission. Your press release states “these allegations by the FCC to the effect 
that the networks have the power to hire and fire those who do not vote or speak 
in the networks’ interests are serious matters and demand an immediate and 
thorough investigation.” In order to set the record straight, I have searched 
my recollection and consulted with the two members of my staff who were 
present. My staff’s recollection and mine are quite clear that you never dis- 
cussed or mentioned any matter relating to the networks’ alleged control of FCC 
staff, nor did I. 
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As you will recall you stated that you had heard rumors about the power of 
the Chairman of this Commission, because of his ability to select, promote or 
remove staff people, to get opinions and recommendations from the staff so as 
to carry out his own personal policies. In response to this I pointed out that 
rather than being a powerful Chairman with respect to control over staff in this 
regard, I had extremely limited powers and that all personnel actions were sub- 
ject to the control of the full Commission. It was only in this connection that 
I mentioned I was perhaps the weakest Chairman of any of the regulatory agen- 
cies with respect to my powers over personnel and the establishment of policy. 

Neither I nor any of my staff can recall any statement by Mr. L’Heureux to the 
effect that if the names of staff “were known in instances where they had taken 
positions unfavorable to the networks, the networks would see to it that such 
staff personnel were fired.” Mr. L’Heureux did point out that agencies were 
generally reluctant to release staff opinions or interoffice memorandums because, 
if such information were made public, it might invite a situation where staff 
personnel would give opinions with an eye to newspaper publicity and affected 
regulated industries might tend to place pressures upon personnel, either through 
recourse to members of Congress or otherwise. 

In view of the fact that the subject press release mentioned all members of 
your subcommittee and since they were not present during our conference, I 
am forwarding a copy of this letter to both Representative Yates and Representa- 
tive McCulloch. 

Sincerely yours, 
Georce C. McConnavGHey, Chairman. 


(Mr. Evins comments on the contents of the above letter appear on 
page 751.) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Joz L. Evins, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM TENNESSEE 


Representative Joe L. Evins (Democrat, Tennessee) today issued subpenas for 
records of RCA, NBC and CBS to investigate complaints that major networks 
are controlling policies of the Federal Communications Commission. 

Mr. Evins, who is chairman of Subcommittee No. 1 of the House Select Com- 
mittee on Small Business, of which Hon. Sidney R. Yates (Democrat, Illinois) 
and Hon. William M. McCulloch (Republican, Ohio) are members, said witnesses 
and records will be called before the committee at 9:30 a. m., March 20, when 
his subcommittee resumes investigation into the practices and independence of 
regulatory agencies. 

Mr. Evins said the subpenas were issued on the basis of complaints made to 
the committee that the networks controlled FCC policies through intimidation 
of personnel in the Government agency. He pointed out that any control or 
degree of undue influence by the networks on the policies of FCC would appear 
to adversely affect small business and be contrary to the public policy and the law. 

Recently, Representative Evins conferred with Mr. George C. McConnaughey, 
Chairman of the Federal Communications Commission, Mr. Robert L’Heureux, 
assistant to Mr. McConnaughey, and Mr. Warren BE. Baker, General Counsel of 
the Federal Communications Commission, at which time those officials of the 
FCC lent their voices to information previously received by the House Small 
Business Committee relating to control over the staff of the FCC. In speaking 
of that conference Representative Evins said: 

“During this conference Chairman McConnaughey informed the committee he 
was perhaps the ‘weakest’ chairman of any of the regulatory agencies with re- 
spect to his powers over personnel and the establishment of policy. 

‘He insisted that he did not have even the power to hire and fire. At the same 
conference Mr. L’Heureux indicated fear of reprisal from members of the industry 
which FCC is supposed to be regulating. Mr. L’Heureux stated the names of 
staff personnel who prepared specific memoranda should not be divulged because 
if their names were known in instances where they had taken positions unfavor- 
able to the networks, the networks would see to it that such staff personnel were 
fired. 

“These allegations by the FCC to the effect that the networks have the power 
to hire and fire those who do not vote or speak in the networks’ interest are serious 
matters and demand an immediate and thorough investigation. Therefore, I 
have issued the subpenas as one of the steps in our resumption of hearings in 
this continuing investigation of regulatory agencies and in an effort to serve the 
interests of the public and small business.” 
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Mr. Evins. I would also like to have printed in the record a state- 
merit from the New York Times, “The Crisis in UH F—Difficulties Af- 
oe TV Operation in New Band Are Many and Varied,” by Jack 

uld. 


(The article referred to is as follows :) 
[From the New York Times, April 18, 1954] 


Tue Crisis 1n UHF—Drrrioutties Arrectine TV OprerRATION IN NEw BAND ARE 
MANY AND VARIED 


(By Jack Gould) 


A growing crisis is affecting television across the country and it can be summed 
up in one phrase: Ultrahigh frequency.” In jeopardy are many of the high 
hopes held for the nationwide development of television, both as a commercial 
service bringing diversified entertainment to the homes of millions and as a new 
educational force. 

The situation already has assumed sufficiently serious proportions that a sub- 
committee of the Senate Interstate Commerce Committee plans to make informal 
inquiry to see what can be done. That something must be done is obvious. 

The UHF problem has both technical and economic aspects. 

The original channels for TV—No. 2 through No. 13—fall within the very 
high frequency band. This is known as VHF video. 

To provide space for more stations, the Federal Communications Commission 
opened a new band called the ultrahigh frequency band. This is known as UHF 
television and covers channels 14 through 83. 

Virtually all of the 28 million television receivers now in use were designed to 
receive only the VHF channels. If those receivers are to pick up UHF channels, 
set owners must spend additional money. First, a UHF converter must be pur- 
chased, and this may cost anywhere from $15 to $50. Second, in most instances 
the set owner must install an additional antenna with a new lead-in. Such a 
supplementary antenna can be extremely critical in adjustment, which means the 
service charge can be substantial. 

The necessity for the public to go to added expense and trouble to receive UHF 
is the heart of the crisis. It has become painfully apparent that where VHF 
already exists, set owners cannot be easily persuaded to show interest in buying 
a supplementary Service. 

What this has meant is that, while the expansion of America’s television is 
tied to the UHF channels, UHF television is in a tough fight for mere survival. 
A number of applicants for UHF stations have given up. Some present UHF 
broadcasters view the future with great apprehension. 


OVERALL PICTURE 


This is not to say that UHF by any means is a failure everywhere; in some few 
localities it is doing well. But the overall picture is grave. The UHF broadcaster 
is in real danger of sharing the economic and technical peril of the frequency mod- 
ulation radio broadcaster. He is the orphan of TV and must have help urgently 
and quickly. 

If he is operating in a community which already has VHF service, he must 
build up an audience by persuading tens of thousands of persons to install con- 
verters. Yet without an audience, or with a much smaller audience than a rival 
broadcaster, he finds it hard to obtain sponsorship of programs that set owners 
will feel warrant the investment in conversion. 

But the UHF broadcaster also has a further handicap. The VHF station 
usually can cover well a much larger area than the UHF outlet. 

So, even if a UHF broadcaster has the field to himself, he still has worries. 
In many cities he must be prepared for later competition from either a new VHF 
station in his own town or from an increasingly powerful VHF station some 
miles away. 

In this connection it is significant to see where there is provision for both 
VHF-UHF stations in the same community. 

According to the Joint Committee on Educational Television, all 8 cities 
with a population in excess of 2 million persons fall into this category. So do 
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30 out of 35 cities with a population ranging from 450,000 to 2 million. So do 
48 out of the 72 cities with a population ranging from 150,000 to 400,000... There 
are a few areas, in short, where the UHF problem is not very real, either for the 
moment or for the future, 

The stakes are high. Anything close to a collapse of UHF would lessen com- 
petition among networks, which need adequate outlets to attract sponsors, and 
could have a direct bearing on the quantity and quality of programs seen by 
everybody. If there is to be educational television in many areas, its future 
depends on UHF. Without UHF the independent local commercial station, so 


essential as a complement to network shows, simply would not exist in many 
cities. 








COURSE OF ACTION 












































What can be done or should be done? 
points: 

(1) The set manufacturing industry must face up to the realities of the UHF 
emergency. Many receiver makers are including the UHF band, but others are 
either leaving it out or making it optional at extra cost, to gain a competitive 
retail edge. Even under the best of circumstances it would take years to build 
up a UHF audience through the sale of new receivers. The manufacturers 
played a major role in sponsoring _programs on VHF stations to build an 
audience. Should they not do the same with UHF? 

(2) The FCC may have to reconsider its allocation tables. Did it not make a 
fundamental mistake in making many communities a mixture of VHF and UHF? 
Would not the sounder course be to make a community either one thing or the 
other to equalize the competitive factors? 

(3) A major bombshell, certain to stir up great controversy, is in the offing. 
This is a proposal that the frequency modulation radio band should be recaptured 
for television use. The FM radio stations actually fall between channels 6 and 
7 on a television set and their removal would permit room for 3 more VHF video 
ehannels, which at least would ease the situation. 

The argument against FM is that this radio service has not been a success 
and attracts at most a relatively small minority audience. The majority of FM 
stations, it is noted, merely duplicate standard radio programs. The articulate 
few who want F'M’s better technical quality should pay the price of conversion, 
it is argued, rather than the millions who want TV. The FM radio broadcasters 
might as well prepare for battle; the struggle seems bound to come. 

(4) Many UHF stations feel they should have a chance to try at least the idea 
of subscription video. If they could boast of showing brand new movies not 
otherwise available, they believe they might be able to compete realistically 
with VHF. If a converter and a gadget to collect or record fees for looking at 
a pay-as-you-go program were combined in one installation, perhaps the public 
would be more attracted to UHF. And might not subscription TV be one way to 
finance educational television? 

As is readily apparent, fhere is no pat remedy for the UHF situation. What 
needs to be done now is first to recognize the situation, bring it out in the open and 
then see if fresh and imaginative thinking might not suggest some cures. Sena- 
tor Charles E. Potter, Republican of Michigan, is scheduled to head the UHF 
inquiry in the Senate. He can perform a major public service by thoroughly 
and promptly setting forth all the facts. 


Mr. Evins. I should like to have printed in the record a statement 
by former Commissioner Frieda B. Hennock, of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, which was given before the Senate com- 
mittee, the Potter committee, some months back, and also a statement 
of Benedict P. Cottone, UFH Coordinating Committee counsel. 
(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


Present speculation includes these 


STATEMENT OF FORMER COMMISSIONER FRIEDA B. HENNOCK, OF THE FEDERAL 
COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 





Senator Porter. All right, Miss Hennock. Do you care to give your statement 
at this time? First, I may say we are always pleased to have you grace our 
committee meetings with your presence, at any time; we look forward to it. 
Miss HeNNocK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And to you Senator 
Bowring, I want to pay my respects, as the first woman to serve on this com- 
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mittee, I am sure from the statements I have read that you are a great tribute 
to our sex. 

Senator Bowrina. I hope I shall be as great a tribute as you have been, Miss 
Hennock. 

Miss HenNock. Thank you very much. 

Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Frieda B. Hennock. 
I am a Commissioner of the Federal Communications Commission. I want to 
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you. I came here because I feel 
that, though I may be imposing on your limited time, the UHF problem is so 
critical that my views should be made known to you. 

Television is at the crossroads. For the success of the nationwide competi- 
tive television system is completely and inextricably bound to the fate of UHF. 

Television can be a service limited to 12 VHF channels, or it can occupy 82 . 
channels—depending upon whether or not UHF is in existence. It can be a 
service with big city operators controlling the programing from two strong net- 
works and perhaps a weak third network, with a fourth unable to survive. It 
can serve the large corporations; or it can get into every community and give 
the small-business man an opportunity to get on television at a reasonable rate. 
It can be in the hands of some 2,000 licensees with diversified ownership and 
interests, who will provide some 1,300 communities with local means of expres- 
sion, and our country with an exchange of diverse ideas, political and otherwise, 
or it can simmer down to a few stations in each State dominated by a few large 
interests. In short, on the solution of the economic problems of UHF depends 
the future of a truly nationwide competitive television system. No consideration 
of public interest transcends ir. importance the necessity for such a system of 
television broadcasting. The alternative is monopoly—a condition which free 
enterprise abhors. The choice must be made now. 

These are bold statements, but television is a bold medium. Its course during 
our lifetime depends on the outcome of these historic hearings. We must accept 
this challenge. For the mere passage of time without immediate action will 
make the whole problem academic. The improvements of the art itself depends 
on the fate of UHF. If just a handful of people control this medium, they will 
not compete with each other. There will be no need for it and, as in every 
monopoly, improvements will be slow in coming. If this is allowed to happen, 
the public will be the loser. For in a field with so many improvements possible, 
this medium can afford competitive advantages to all—the broadcaster, the 
consumer, and the set-holder. 

With the benefit of hindsight; I am now convinced that the approval of inter- 
mixture was a basic mistake. It has enabled VHF to smother UHF. I take my 
due share of the blame for creating this problem. But that is not enough. Some- 
thing must be done now in order to enable UHF to survive. From a technical 
point of view, UHF can, under the present table of assignments, provide a 
nationwide service. I have seen the UHF signals. The quality of the UHF pic- 
ture is every bit as good as VHF. The real question is what can be dene about 
the UHF problem at this stage? I have five specific recommendations to make. 

My first recommendation is to impose an immediate freeze on all grants of new 
construction permits for VMF stations and new allocations of VHF channels. 

UHF stations should have had a head start from the beginning over VHF 
to enable them firmly to establish themselves in their community and to overcome 
the initial handicap of service in a new part of the spectrum. This was needed to 
allow UHF to compete with VHF licensees who, at the time the “freeze” was 
lifted in April 1952, enjoyed an advantage of 15 million VHF sets in the hands 
of the public unable to tune to UHF. Now with the number of VHF sets almost 
doubled, the opening of every new VHF station with its wider coverage still 
more retards the chances of success of the UHF station whose service area it 
blankets, Any map depicting the coverage of VHF and UHF stations will show 
that virtually every community with an existing or prospective UHF station 
will also receive one or more viewable VHF signals from distant stations. With 
the set-conversion problem what it is, this represents a dire threat to these UHF 
stations. This threat is accelerated through mergers and “dropouts.” These 
mergers and ‘‘dropouts” can still take place in pending competitive proceedings. 

The. situation is further aggravated by what has descriptively become known 
as dropins. Since June 1953 (when the Commission commenced accepting 
petitions for amendments of the table of frequency allocations), new VHF 
channels have been dropped in, in addition to those provided in the sixth report 
and order. Requests for more dropins of VHF’s are presently pending before 
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the Commission. Typically these additional VHF channels have been dropped in 
to communities which either have a UHF channel available but not applied for, 
or a UHF station on the air, or are in small communities adjacent to large cities 
which appear profitable for an additional VHF station. Each such dropin 
therefore, spells economic disaster for the UHF station on the air, and kills any 
prospect of anyone applying for a station on the available UHF channels, be- 
cause of the known fact that advertisers and networks gradually whittle away 
the flow of programing and advertising to their UHF outlets upon the open- 
ing of a VHF station in the same area. 

Unless this race of dropouts and dropins is stopped immediately, the extinction 
of many additional UHF stations is threatened, and the entire problem of sur- 
vival of UHF stations in intermixed markets and maintenance of any adequate 
competitive television service in these markets will have been rendered academic. 
An immediate suspension of all VHF grants as well as a discontinuance of new 
VHF allocations or dropins would give those UHF licensees on the air courage 
to continue, and much needed encouragement to the holders of UHF construc- 
tion permits to go ahead and build stations ; it would give them an opportunity to 
bring and continue to render a first local TV service to many communities which 
they do not now have if the licensing of VHF stations continues at its present 
rapid rate; and it would reassure the UHF operators, construction permit hold- 
ers and applicants that they may rely on the table of allocations in estimating 
their economic prospects. 

Of course, the VHF applicants affected by the freeze on VHF grants should 
be given an opportunity to apply for a UHF channel in place of the VHF one. 
I am sure that in every case an appropriate UHF channel can be found. 

That was my most important suggestion. 

My second recommendation is to cut back the power and antenna height of 
VHF stations, to approximate the coverage which UHF stations may presently 
obtain. 

Admittedly one of the major difficulties facing UHF is the overlapping service 
areas of large VHF stations, causing blanketing of UHF stations. The most 
obvious and forthright remedy is to cut down these service areas. The cov- 
erage of VHF stations in many cases is 3 to 4 times as large as that of today’s 
UHF stations. 

The question of power and antenna height concerns in essence the relationship 
between the VHF and UHF portions of the spectrum, as well as the development 
of television in the smaller communities of the country. Certainly a system com- 
prising only a few hundred VHF stations, each with the greatest possible cov- 
erage, would be most profitable from the point of view of the existing VHF 
stations. This would, however, indeed create a monopoly for the large city 
VHF’s and annihilate the prospects of a nationwide competitive service for 
1,300 communities, depriving scores of cities of their sole opportunity for local 
self-expression. 

By cutting back the power of these powerful VHF stations we would insure 
that most, if not all, UHF stations in UHF only cities would stay in business. 
For, as soon as this cutback in power is accomplished, the Commission should 
issue show-cause orders to the VHF licensees and permittees with a view to re- 
quiring them immediately to comply with the new power limitations. As to the 
applicants and prospective applicants in UHF only communities, they would 
be assured that these communities would remain that way. This, in turn, would 
encourage the building of more UHF stations as a means of local expression, and 
contribute to the achievement of a nationwide competitive television service. 

My recommendation to cut the power of VHF stations finds precedent in the 
history of broadcasting. In 1938 when it appeared that the Commission was 
about to inaugurate an era of superpower in the AM broadcast field, the Senate, 
at the instance of Senator Wheeler, the then chairman of the Senate Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee, adopted a resolution which stated that it 
was the sense of the Senate that no AM station should be authorized by the 
FCC to operate with power in excess of 50 kilowatts. (S. Res. 294, 75th Cong., 
8d sess., 1938). This resolution—and it is only a resolution—has been honored 
by the FCC to this very day. 

My third recommendation is to require VHF transmitters to be located in 
close proximity to the principal community to be served and the station’s service 
confined to the area which would not overlap the coverage of UHF stations in 
other communities. 

This is a corollary of the power problem. Under the present rules of the 
Commission (sec. 3.685) there is nothing that ties the transmitter to any specific 
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location. The transmitter of a TV station may be located at any distance from 

the community to be served by it on the channel assigned thereto, so long as_ 
the station will provide a signal of the minimum prescribed strength over the 

whole of that community. As a result, an applicant is free to select a trans- 

mitter site many miles distant from that city to which a channel is assigned 

in order to serve a larger city and a more desirable market. Two consequences 

follow: (1) Some of he population around city A that legitimately expects serv- 

ice from the channel assigned to that city is deprived of the service, and UHF 

operators in city B are pitted against another VHF competitor. To prevent this, 

applicants should be required to locate their transmitters not more than 5 

miles, for example, from the community they are expected to serve under the 

Commission's allocations plan, except upon a very strong showing that a site 
more distant than 5 miles is peculiarly suited to serve the community and will 

not result in serving another. 

I am aware that all three recommendations may be criticized on the ground 
that their adoption would result in a loss of VHF service to the areas involved. 
To this I would reply that the lost VHF service would soon be replaced by new 
UHF service which would not only compensate the areas concerned, but also 
bring closer to reality a nationwide competitive service. 

As my fourth recommendation, I urge the adoption of Senator Johnson’s bill 
to remove the excise tax from UHF-equipped receivers. This bill, if enacted 
into law, would give the manufacturers incentive to produce immediately all- 
channel receivers, UHF converters and tuners. It would offer the public an 
advantageous purchase. Some people may say that this is a bounty. Perhaps 
so; but it would not be the first time that the Congress has indulged in bounties 
to stimulate a pioneering industry in the public domain. And I want to com- 
mend Senator Johnson of Colorado, because this is the last year of his service 
in the Senate. I think it only proper and fitting that he should have introduced 
such a fine bill, based on his many years of experience in the protection and 
furtherance of the public interest; and this is certainly that kind of bill. 

Senator Porrrer. If I may comment at that point, I think the members of the 
committee and, in fact, all Members of Congress, as well as Senator Johnson’s 
many friends throughout the Nation, regret that the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado has decided not to return to Washington. He is probably the leading 
authority in the Senate in this great field of communications, and the termina- 
tion of his service here will be a great loss to the Nation. I, as one member of 
the committee, highly endorse*Senator Johnson’s efforts to have the excise tax 
removed from UHF facilities. 

Miss Hennock. As my fifth recommendation, I favor the general objectives 
of Senator Bricker’s bill, S. 3456. For the life and death of a television station 
depends upon its ability to secure network affiliation; to the extent that they 
cannot do so, they are unable to obtain popular programs and advertising reve- 
nues, and cannot exist. This measure holds promise of breaking the vicious 
eycle of not enough UHF receivers because there are no popular programs on 
UHF—no popular programs on UHF because there are not enough UHF 
receivers. 

I realize that there are those who have recommended that the solution for 
UHF is to move all television into the ultrahigh band; others urge that only UHF 
stations should be permitted to use subscription television and color television. 
These are important measures that merit full hearing and careful long-range 
planning. They must not be confused with what is needed now, and that is 
immediate emergency measures. 

I want to go back to a point made earlier, that the principal problem of UHF 
is intermixture. I urge you to direct the Commission to make a study of the 
matter and report back within 6 to 9 months as to the steps that can and should 
be taken in order to abolish intermixture. Of course, there would be no point 
in such a study, unless the freeze I recommended is imposed, and imposed 
immediately. 

There will be those who will contend that a VHF freeze is too extreme; that 
dire consequences will result therefrom, especially to avid VHF license seekers 
in large metropolitan areas. You heard some reference made this morning to 
the value of the freeze in that area. I think that a freeze imposed now on VHF 
when there are over 370 stations on the air in order to preserve 85 percent of the 
television spectrum, is far less extreme than the imposition of a 314-year freeze 
in 1948 when there were only 108 stations authorized, and 114 million sets in the 
hands of the public. As a matter of fact, I do not think there were over 60 or 
70 stations on the air in 1948. They did build up to 108, because they had already 
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been authorized. I repeat: I think that a freeze imposed now on VHF when 
there are over 370 stations on the air, in order to preserve 85 percent of the 
‘ television spectrum, is far less extreme than the imposition of a 34-year freeze 
in 1948 when there were only 108 stations authorized. This is so, especially 
since the proposed freeze will apply only to VHF, and anyone seeking to extend 
television service will be able to get a UHF grant and thus help establish a 
truly nationwide competitive service. 

Where so much spectrum space is involved for the most important medium of 
mass communications, certainly the proclamation of a freeze now and an an- 
nouncement of a firm intent to act and employ every measufe necessary would, 
in and of itself, produce a salatary effect. This is inherently within the juris- 
diction of this committee and the regulatory Commission whose rulings so 
vitally affect the broadcasting industry. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committe, I realize that this problem is 
not easy at this time, but I feel confident that attacking it on all fronts and 
immediately will product a complete and satisfactory solution. 

I thank you for your patience and courtesy. 

Senator Porrer. Miss Hennock, you have made five recommendations. Would 
you tell the committee whether any or all of the five recommendations were 
taken by the Commission? 

Miss HeNNock. Mr. Chairman, you mean recently? 

Senator Porter. Yes. 

Miss Hennock. Through the years, when the cease and desist order was first 
issued, in 1952, and the Commission increased the power and the height of the 
VHF, the matter was taken up by me, because I resented it very vigorously and 
opposed it. The problem was that if reception were blocked by these large VHF 
stations, it was impossible to get the program; therefore, it was impossible to 
get the people to buy the sets; there would be no incentive for them to do so. 
That is reflected in our rules issued in April 1952. 

Senator Porrer. Miss Hennock, I want to thank you for your comprehensive 
statement. It gives us additional views with whieh to attack this problem. 

Are there any questions? Senator Schoeppel? 

Senator SCHOEPPEL. No, thank you. I am sorry I was late. 

Senator Porrer. Senator Hunt? 

Senator Hunt. What percentage of UHF stations are solvent at the present 
time and are on the air? 

Miss Hennock. Senator Hunt, that is a very good question; I am glad you 
asked it. If a large percentage of them are still solvent, they will not remain 
so if they keep on granting VHF construction permits. I have already seen 
where the manufacturers are not going into the production of VHF converters, 
because the demand does not exist, and because they know that of the 311 plants 
that were given construction permits only 127 are on the air; and they also know 
that some of them are just holding on, breathing their last breath, you might say; 
and there will be more, in the next 6 months ora year. You will see a deteriora- 
tion of the present situation; and, the more of the VHF’s that are opened up in 
other areas, and if there are any more of these blackouts, I do not know how 
many will be left—I would say, just a handful. I hate to paint such a dark pic- 
ture, in contrast to the optimistic picture to which I pointed in my own state- 
ment. I was trying to show you that there was nothing inherently wrong with 
UHF. Today, it is a fine service; it can serve television adequately; but, un- 
fortunately, it has not been given a chance to flourish, and they have closed up— 
why? My answer to you is that I do not know. I am very, very much afraid 
that not very many will be found. 

It is not possible to state the number and percent of UHF stations which are 
solvent at the present time, since the Commission does not have information on 
the current balance-sheet items of the UHF licensees. In order to answer this 
question it would be necessary to have current data concerning each UHF sta- 
tion on the amount of its available working capital and other current assets, 
as well as the amount of its current liabilities. 

In terms of profit and loss, however, the Commission’s survey of 87 UHF 
stations during the first 3 months of 1954 revealed that 13 were operating 
profitably during that period. Of the remaining 74 UHF stations which re- 
ported a loss for this period, 10 were profitable in 1 or 2 months of the period; 
11 were approaching a break-even point on a month-by-month basis; and 53 
were operating with continuing substantial losses in each month. Of these 53, 
§ stations had ceased operating by May 1, 1954. ; 
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Similar data for 88 postfreeze VHF stations showed that 33 reported a profit 
during the same period. Of the 55 reporting an overall loss for the period, 20 
reported a profit in 1 or 2 months of the period; 12 were approaching a break- 
even point on a month-by-month basis; and 23 were operating with continuing 
substantial losses in each month. Of these 23, 1 had ceased operating by May 1, 
1954. 

Senator Hunt. I think it is tremendously interesting that so many would apply 
for UHF’s, with this situation later developing, of course. We are, so to speak, 
doing Monday morning thinking now. It would really seem to me that the 
signs were pointing very clearly. I cannot understand how so many of them 
got into it. 

Miss HenNnock. Well, they were not clear, Senator. When they got our allo- — 
eations plan, they had a right to assume that a city without UHF in the plan 
would remain so, and that that would be an ultrahigh area. But, suddenly, 
stations from the larger cities blew in and covered that city. To take a specific 
example, Atlantic City had a right to assume that if UHF was confined to Atlan- 
tic City—and I am just taking it at random—it would be a UHF city. Imme- 
diately another station went on the air; which, as I remember, recently shut 
down. They immediately went on the air, serving Atlantic City with television. 
But in May the new Philadelphia station upped its power and blacked out 
Atlantic City. There were only so many converters. The public did not feel 
altruistic. When they could get three stations from Philadelphia, why did 
they want to undertake to have a local UHF? 

Senator Hunt. Who were the applicants for the UHF? Were they people of 
the radio and television industry, or were they amateurs? 

Miss HeNNock. Approximately 2 out of 3 UHF authorizations were issued to 
persons or companies operating radio broadcast stations. A great many of 
them were experienced, and are very fine, reputable, practical businessmen; and 
they had very fine operations. As a matter of fact, I have seen some of their 
individual operations, and I daresay they could get a network, in terms of adver- 
tising dollars. 


Senator Hunt. Is there any appreciable difference in the cost of the UHF 
and the VHF stations? 

Miss Hennock. I should say not, Senator, on a long-range basis. Based on 
data reported by post-freeze licensees, the average construction cost of the 109 
VHF stations was $376,000 compared to $300,000 for the average cost of 100 
UHF stations. It means very little, to them, that extra bit of money for higher 
power, with respect to making or breaking that station. They always knew 
they had to have higher power. They knew that they could be dropped out. 
That is the thing that has forced an awful lot of the UHF’s out of business. We, 
of the Commission, settled those rules by the announcement of the April 1952 
decisions. 

For instance, since you have in a city like Kansas City only 1 VHF on the air, 
you had just that 1 with which to compete; and so it would take several years, 
in a hearing, to permit the next VHF on the air. But suddenly, they had 
dropped out, and there were 2 new VHF’s. You could not compete against those, 
and then you were left without a network program. 

Senator Hunt. You say they first had 1 VHF, and then 2? 

Miss Hennock. Two of them, and one was a dropout. The other was another 
kind. 

Senator Hunt. Would you tell the committee just what you mean by saying 
one of them was a dropout? I think I know what you mean by a dropin, but I 
do not know what you mean by a dropout. 

Miss Hennock. That is right. I shall make myself a little clearer. Assume 
more than one applicant filed for a channel and therefore a competitive hearing 
must be held. They had both filed for that channel—channel 6, let us say—in 
Kansas City. Then—or, take any channel. Take St. Louis, or any one of the 
other large cities. One of the applicants got it. 

There is no typical dropping out. There are different types of dropping out. 
Assuming that one decided to drop out, and, in consideration of the amount of 
money he spent for such things as engineering fees, he is induced to withdraw 
his application. He will have no plan to compete with the one remaining. 
Therefore, that remaining applicant—there were two competitors—would apply, 
on a Tuesday afternoon, and get an immediate grant of a VHF construction per- 
mit on Wednesday morning. That did away with months and months of litiga- 
tion and hearings between those two competitors. In other words, there was 
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an impetus to get as many VHF’s as possible on the air, in a hurry; and to the 
extent that they got on, in a hurry, they did so at the expense of the develop- 
ment of the UHF stations, because they did not give those UHF stations: an 
opportunity to develop a following, to get the sets converted, to get a viewing 
audience, and to establish a position sufficient to warrant advertising on a 
network, for that UHF station. 

Senator Hunt. I do not quite get what you have said to us, as yet. You have 
two plans for VHF stations. They are very valuable, provided they are sup- 
ported. Now, by a dropout, do I correctely understand you to mean that they 
act together for one company, and only get one company? 

Miss Hennock. Right. Or, one of them drops out, leaving the other. There 
are different types of dropouts, as I indicated. There may be a merger of the 2 
applicants into 1 corporation, or it may be done by various other means. They 
can get together and occupy and use the 1 channel; or they may arrange it so 
that 1 aplicant will drop out, and the other applicant remain. 

Senator Hunr. But as to that channel, it is still available to anyone who 
wants to make an application for it? 

Miss HeNnocKk. I know. 

Senator Hunt. Now, that is what I want you to explain. 

Miss HENNOcK. In order to prevent a new applicant from coming in as the 
remaining applicant—now, perhaps it would be better in as the remaining 
applicant—now, perhaps it would be better if I illustrated it, using Chairman 
Hyde as an example. Let us assume that Chairman Hyde and I were competing 
for a channel—we are not that practical; we are just poor public servants— 
that Chairman Hyde and I talked it over, and I would convince the chairman— 
he could probably convince me—and he would assume whatever expense it took 
for me to file my application, with lawyers’ and engineers’ fees, and so forth— 
and I hope there are no other considerations attached, for I would have strong 
objections—but, anyway, he is a remaining applicant, and he convinces me I 
should drop out. I would withdraw my application, and the chairman then files 
new papers, on a Tuesday afternoon, and he does it about 5 o’clock, so that no 
other applicant can get in; and by Wednesday morning he gets a break. He 
would get around to the Commission. It would be taken up on our agenda 
Wednesday morning. 

Senator Hunt. What would happen to your channel if Mr. Hyde got one? 

Miss HENNOCK. I am sure I am no longer concerned, 

Senator Hunt. But the channel is still available? 

Miss Hennock. What channel are you talking about? There was only one 
channel. 

Senator Hunt. Well, was there only one? I thought there were two. 

Miss HENNOcK, No; only competing applicants for one channel. 

Senator Hunt. I thought you were each going after two. 

Miss HeNNock. Now, what would happen to that UHF channel— that is what 
I was talking about—in this city that had spent $1 million to get started and set 
upon the air? It shouldn’t happen to my worst enemy. He’s a dead duck. 
[Laughter. j 

Senator Porrer. Do you have any questions, Senator Bowring? 

Senator Bowrine. No. 

Miss Hennock. It is very difficult for me to come up here and talk to you 
gentlemen and to Senator Bowring, because this is a very difficult problem, but 
I cannot conceive that 85 percent of our spectrum space is going by the board 
in an important medium like television. 

If radio jumped by leaps and bounds in a few years to 2,600 AM stations, the 
possibilities of this medium on our entire Nation in a few short years is just 
limitless, and it is one of the most important and dynamic industries in the 
country. On this spectrum space depends that medium. If you limit it to 
this space and it is there, what you do here will determine its course for many 
years to come, perhaps in our lifetime. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you very much, Miss Hennock. 

The next group of witnesses are from the UHF Coordinating Committee, 
represented by Senator Scott Lucas. The various witnesses are under your 
control, Senator, and you may present them at will. 

I would like to say, first, that we are pleased to have you here, with your 
great legislative record as a Memebr of the United States Senate; it is indeed 
an honor to havé you present the case in behalf of the DHF Coordinating Com- 
mittee. 
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STATEMENT oF BENEDICT P. Corronr, UHF CoorpINaTiInc COMMITTEE 


Mr. Corrone. I am very grateful, Mr. Chairman, for the committee’s indul- 
gence in-permitting me to come in at this peint. I only asked for that privilege 
and opportunity because of an event maybe of some importance in the considera- 
tion of the problem we have here this afternoon, this event having occurred last 
night. I will get to that, if I may. 

My name is Benedict P. Cottone. I am an attorney practicing law in the city 
g Washington, being associated with Scott Lucas in the law firm of Lucas & 

omas. 

We have been engaged as counsel for the UHF Coordinating Committee and 
work with a group that consists of 70 UHF broadcasters in the country. 

ta group has grown, having initially started with a very small number of 
stations. 

My statement is not prepared. We did have a prepared statement, but in 
view of a good deal of the testimony that you have heard it became unnecessary 
for me to say the things that I thought had to be said. 

Briefly, I might tell you that the purpose of my prepared statement was to 
try to give this committee the benefit of the thinking as to the consequences 
of the monopolistic situation which we believe firmly we are headed for unless 
something drastic is done. 

I need not repeat what Mr. Bergman said, and I think he illustrated very 
vividly some of the consequences. 

If I may be permitted to add one further mention of the consequence that 
flows with respect to the right of the public to obtain the necessary information 
and the necessary discussion of public issues that flows out of the candidacy 
for public office, the committee is well aware of the provisions in section 315 of 
the act which intends to assure that candidates for public office have some 
opportunity to reach their constituents whose vote they are trying to get. 
With the kind of time limitation that will occur from the type of monopolistic 
situation that we have had and have heard so much about, we think it is a 
very serious danger to candidates for public office and they will have a most 
difficult time in obtaining at a local level the opportunity to reach their con- 
stituents and to get before them the issues of campaigns on which they are 
running for office. 

Senator Potrer. In some cases that might be considered a public service. 

Mr. Corrone. I would not wish to suggest at this late date that the premise 
on which that was put into the act was erroneous. 

Before I start with a discussion of what I was directed to say this morning, 
I would like to dispose of a very brief item. First, we had several witnesses 
whom we had expected to put on who have had prepared statements made and 
we are giving them to the committee and we are now offering the prepared 
statements of Mr. Elfred Beck, the owner of station KCEB, Tulsa, Okla. 

The next is the prepared statement of Mr. Theodore B. Pitman, Jr., from 
television station WTAO, Cambridge, Mass. 

The next is the statement of Mr. Gary Cohen, vice president of WBUF-TV, 
Buffalo, N. Y. 

And if I may at this moment also, if it has not been already included in the 
record, with the committee’s permission I should like to have included a column 
by Mr. Jack Gould of the New York Times discussing this problem and entitled 
“The Crisis in UHF.” I would like to ask that the pencil marks on this item 
be disregarded. 

Senator Porrer. Without objection, the statements of Mr. Elfred Beck, Mr. 
Theodore B. Pitman, Jr., and Mr. Gary Cohen, and also the newspaper article 
by Mr. Jack Gould will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(Prepared statements of Elfred Beck, Theodore B. Pitman, Gary Cohen, and 
newspaper article by Jack Gould, are as follows :) 


“TESTIMONY OF ELrrep Beck, Station KCEB, Tusa, OK1ra. 


“My name is Elfred Beck. I own and operate UHF station KCEB in Tulsa, 
Okla. I have invested close to a million dellars in the construction and promo- 
tion of this station. Recently there arose in Tulsa a serious threat to the sur- 
vival of my station and to the interests of other Tulsa broadcasters as a result 
of the FCC’s grant of VHF channel 8 to Tulsa Broadcasting Co., for the alleged 
purpose of a station in Muskogee, Okla., only 60 miles from Tulsa. 
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“The Tulsa Broadcasting Co. is principally owned by the Griffin family, which 
also owns radio station KTUL in Tulsa, a radio station KF PW, Fort Smith, Ark., 
radio station KOMA, Oklahoma City, 50 percent of KWTYV, a television station 
in Oklahoma City, also television station KATV, Pine Bluff, Ark. 

“Tulsa Broadcasting Co. received a grant on April 8, 1954, after 2 other con- 
flicting applicants withdrew their applications after the Commission held a 
20-minute hearing. The so-called Muskogee station will locate its tower and 
transmitter only 20 miles from Tulsa and will establish their studios in Tulsa 
itself with “the obvious purpose” of getting an additional television service into. 
the Tulsa market. 

“Four television channels have been assigned to Tulsa for commercial serv- 
ice—2, 6, 17, and 23. Television station KOTV, broadcasting on channel 6, has 
been in operation for more than 4% years. Television station KCEB, my own 
station, has been granted a license on channel 23, and we have been in program 
operations since March 13 of this year. A construction permit for channel 17 
has been granted to Mr. Arthur R. Olson, a resident of Tulsa. Two applicants 
for channel 2, Central Plains Enterprises, Inc., and Oil Capitol Television Corp. 
have been designated for comparative hearings. 

“Tulsa Broadcasting Co., owner of radio station KTUL in Tulsa, did not 
attempt to file application on any of the channels legitimately allocated to 
broadcast in the Tulsa market. The express reason for their failure to apply 
for a proper Tulsa channel was that even after a long and expensive hearing, 
they could not be sure of obtaining such a grant. Further, Tulsa Broadcast- 
ing Co. felt that it would be a much simplier matter to overcome competitive 
applicants in Muskogee, and then to loeate their transmitter for channel 8 only 
20 niiles from Tulsa and be able to cover the Tulsa market, instead of utilizing 
their Muskogee channel for the benefit and interest of the people of the area 
in which the channel was designated. 

“It should be pointed out that if the proposals of Tulsa Broadcasting Co. 
are approved, and its plans are put into effect, such a development will have 
certain results. 

“First, the proposal would subject the rightful and legitimate holders of 
television franchises to unfair, inequitable, and unwarranted competition from 
an organization presumably authorized to provide television service for an 
entirely separate and distinct community; and, second, a transmitter located 
in accordance with Tulsa Broadcasting Co.’s proposal, in order to encroach 
upon the Tulsa market, is situated in a position where service to its proper 
service area is diminished. It is demonstrable that, from the standpoint of 
most efficient coverage of the population of the Muskogee area, more desirable 
transmitter locations, with higher natural elevations and more strategic posi- 
tions, are available to the east and northeast of the city. A transmitter in 
such a location would not only allow complete coverage of channel 8’s proper 
service area, but would provide service to the people in areas of eastern Okla- 
homa and western Arkansas to whom the benefits of television broadcasting 
would not otherwise be available. 

“T should also like to raise a further point, that of “duopoly” television stations, 
which supply appreciable service to overlapping areas. 

“Tulsa Broadcasting Co. proposes to erect a 1,000-foot tower for the trans- 
mission of channel § signals at a distance of only 20 miles from Tulsa. Broad- 
casting with 316 kilowatts of effective radiated power from an overall elevation 
in excess of 1,900 feet above sea level, the management claims, and I believe 
with justification, that the station will be able ‘to blanket an area 75 to 100 
miles from the transmitter.’ The common owners of KWTV in Oklahoma 
City and Tulsa Broadcasting Co. also propose to broadcast over channel 9 in 
Oklahoma City with 316 kilowatts of effective radiated power from an antenna 
1,575 feet in height, thus, in effect, to’ furnish receivable television service 
throughout the major portion of Oklahoma. Assuming that the effective radius 
of the Oklahoma City installation will be at least that of the proposed Muskogee 
outlet, and recognize that the airline distance between the 2 installations 
is approximately 100 airline miles, the area in which transmission services 
will overlap is appreciable, and the population of this overlapping area. will 
be provided with 2 television services under common policy and operating 
control of a single organization. 

“As a further consideration, television stations, even under fair competitive 
conditions, must rely upon network affiliations and network programing to 
establish economic stability and security. 
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“Two VHF and 2 UHF channels have been assigned to Tulsa, and franchises 
on all 4 of these channels will eventually be assigned and operated upon. 
Approval of the plan of Tulsa Broadcasting Co. to locate its station in a posi- 
tion deliberately selected so that channel 8 may be practically considered to be 
a competitive service in the Tulsa market is prejudicial to the interests of the 
legitimate license holders in Tulsa, who are then placed in jeopardy with respect 
to establishing affiliation agreements with 1 of only 4 available network pro- 
gram sources. The jeopardy is especially marked in the case of the two existing 
UHF franchise holders on channels 17 and 23, inasmuch as the operators under 
these grants are already saddled with serious competitive problems attendant 
upon the inequality between current UHF circulation and established VHF 
circulation in the Tulsa market. The reality of this threat has been proved in 
our own case, in which negotiations with American Broadcasting Co. have been 
broken off by the network, and they have announced intentions of waiting for 
the completion of the station of Tulsa Broadcasting Co. 

“The continuation of UHF circulation increase is vitally dependent upon the 
availability of network programs which will induce the potential audience of 
the Tulsa region to acquire receivers which will make additional network pro- 
graming available. It is undeniable that the establishment of a third VHF 
station, deliberately and admittedly located to blanket the Tulsa market area, 
as proposed by Tulsa Broadcasting Co., would offer strong inducement to at 
least one network affiliate with this outlet with its broad VHF coverage, to 
the exclusion of legitimate Tulsa UHF outlets which now are, or may become, 
available in Tulsa and which for a time will have a less extensive audience 
potential. 

“The Federal Communications Commission has frequently expressed its deep 
interest in the welfare and expansion of UHF television services as the only 
means of providing a broad, universal television service in the interest of the 
greatest percentage of the population of the United States. An economic threat, 
such as that implicit in the plan of Tulsa Broadcasting Co., as disclosed above, 
is grossly inimical to that interest and, if executed, may well spell the economic 
death of valuable and useful UHF television service to which the people of 
Tulsa and the Tulsa region are entitled. 

“Tulsa Broadcasting Co. did not wait long after it received a grant for a 
Muskogee station to move into Tulsa with a heavy promotional campaign. This 
campaign consisted of newspaper advertisements and announcements, billboard 
posters, repeated announcements on their radio station in Tulsa, and many 
other publicity stunts having the effect of keeping the public from converting 
their sets or buying sets which could receive UHF. 

“When two UHF stations in Oklahoma City were struggling for their eco- 
nomie life and attempting to stimulate the conversion of television receivers 
to make new program resources available, the common owners of KWTV and 
Tulsa Broadcasting Co. began a campaign to deter and to discourage conver- 
sion in that city. As is obvious, the entire intent of widely published advertise- 
ments was to discourage and to stop the expansion of broad and diversified 
program service in the interest of the population of the region whose best 
interests they were obligated and professed to serve. 

“That this threat is a dangerous reality and not merely an hysterical cry of 
‘wolf’ is fully borne out by the UHF experience story in Little Rock, Ark. The 
circumstances are the same—the principals in interest are the same— the tactics 
are the same—and the results will be the same if KTUL’s proposals with respect 
to channel.8 in Muskogee are allowed to develop. The Little Rock story is as 
follows: 

“KRTV broadcasting on channel 17, went on the air in April 1953 with a 
transmitter located in Little Rock best to serve the people of the area. 

“KRTV commenced operations under affiliation agreements with CBS, 
NBC, and DuMont. 

“KATY under a grant on channel 7 in Pine Bluff, Ark., commenced opera- 
tions under affiliation agreements with CBS, ABC, and NBC in December 
1953. 

“The principal owners of KATV, Pine Bluff, are the same as those of 
KTUL, Tulsa, of KWTV, Oklahoma City, and of Tulsa Broadcasting Co., 
applicants for channel 8 in Muskogee. 

“The KATV, Pine Bluff, transmitter is equidistant from Pine Bluff and 
Little Rock, which are 40 miles apart—a direct parallel of the Tulsa Broad- 
casting Co.’s proposal for channel 8 in Muskogee. 
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“As an outgrowth of stringent competition by the encroaching signal of 
KATY in the greater Little Rock area resulting from the placement of the 
transmitter to effect such unfair competition, KRTV has been sold out to 
KATV—Griffin interests. The KRTV permit on channel 17 in Little Rock 
was vacated and the people of the area deprived of a service to which they 
are entitled. 

“Because of the greater Little Rock coverage, from KATY in Pine Bluff, 
CBS considered dropping its KRTV affiliation in Little Rock. 

“KATV has moved into the studios and offices of KRTV in Litle Rock 
while maintaining ostensible main offices at the KATV plant in Pine Bluff. 

“T beg the serious consideration of this subcommittee of the expressed intent 
of the would-be stewards of a public trust for a television channel assigned to 
Muskogee. I request serious appraisal of the legitimacy of the Tulsa Broad- 
easting Co.’s clear proposal to utilize a rightful Muskogee channel allocation, 
primarily, to encroach upon and to compete inequitably and unjustifiably in the 
market properly assigned to rightful Tulsa television franchise holders and 
applicants.” 


“STATEMENT OF THEODORE B, PrrMAN, JR., WEAO-TV 


“My name is Theodore B. Pitman, Jr., of Cambridge, Mass. I have been in 
the television and advertising business since 1948. I have been, first, a client; 
as assistant advertising manager of the First National Bank of Boston, I was 
producer of the bank’s radio and television shows, and put on their first tele- 
vision show in June of 1948. Following that, I was sales manager for a motion- 
picture studio making films for television; after‘that, I was radio and television 
director for one of New England’s largest advertising agencies, John C. Dowd 
& Co., where I produced as many as 13 live shows a week on New England tele- 
vision stations. In my capacity at that time I also performed the duty of 
buying radio and television time for the clients of the agency. Following that, 
I became vice president of the Julian Gross organization of Hartford, Conn., op- 
erators of WKNB-TY in New Britain and owners of the Julian Gross Advertising 
Agency. In the latter job, I acted as radio and television director for the agency 
and program director for the television station. Following that, I became 
program director of WTAO-TV and of late have served as station manager. In 
short, my experience gives me a background in the television industry as a client, 
time buyer, program director and station manager. 

“T am here today to tell you of the present television situation in Boston and 
some of the current problems of station WTAO-TV. WTAO-TYV is a UHF 
station operating in an intermixed market. Two VHF stations are in operation 
in the Boston market and have been since 1948. Our station went on the air 
commercially in September 1953. By lack of network programing, WTAO-TV 
is currently forced to cut back to operating only 3% hours per day, 7 days per 
week; out of that total number of hours we have an hour and 30 minutes of 
network time from the Du Mont network, and 15 minutes of network time from 
the ABC network. In other words, out of a total of 24.5 hours per week of 
operation, total network time consists of 1 hour and 45 minutes. Of the hour and 
30 minutes of Du Mont time, 1 hour is a cooperative program, which means. that 
we were allowed to sell it to a local sponsor, and one-half hour is a network- 
sponsored program. The 15 minutes of ABC time is network sponsored. 

“We have been offered more network programs by both networks in the form of 
unsponsored sustaining programs, provided we paid the audio line charges into 
Boston in the case of Du Mont, and provided we paid the audio and video line 
charges into Boston and the program costs in the case of ABC. However, of the 
total network programs coming into Boston from all 4 networks, I estimate 
that the 2 operating VHF stations, WBZ-TV and WNAC-TY, get 100 percent of 
NBC and CBS time, 90 percent of Du Mont time, and 75 percent of ABC time. 
Therefore, it can be seen that even though Du Mont and ABC networks have 
offered WTAO-TV more program time provided that the station pay the line 
charges plus other costs, the programs being offered are from the ‘bottom of the 
barrel’—programs that the two VHF cannot carry, or do not choose to carry. 
The reason for this situation can be seen from our Du Mont affiliation contract, 
which I would like to introduce here as exhibit A. I should like to quote some 
of the wording of that contract at this point, Paragraph 4, on page 2, is entitled 
‘First Refusal,’ and reads as follows: 

“ “The station shall have the right of first refusal, subject to the prior right of 
the VHF stations in the Boston area, as long as that right shall continue, good 
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for 72 hours, as against all other television broadcast stations in the city to 
which station is allocated, upon all sustaining and cooperative programs offered 
by the network after the effective date of this agreement for delivery to said 
city. If the station does not accept any such program within 72 hours, the 
network shall then have the right to offer such program to any other television 
broadcast station.’ 

“T should like to call the attention of the committee to the words, ‘subject to 
the prior right of the VHF stations in the Boston area, as long as that right shall 
continue.’ The original printed contract does not contain these words, and this 
qualification was typewritten into the contract at the time of its execution. 
Technically, this contract allows WTAO-TV to claim tertiary affiliation with 
the Du Mont network. With respect to ABC network, WTAO-TV does not even . 
enjoy such a limited and qualified contract, although repeated efforts have been 
made to get even this much from that network. 

“The best we have been able to do with ABC is a letter dated October 23, 1953, 
signed by Ned Hullinger, ABC’s regional manager, station relations. I offer a 
copy of this letter as exhibit B. Briefly, the letter contains the terms upon 
which ABC will deliver programs to WTAO-TV. In digest, the terms specify 
lhourly rates and costs. The wording in point 2 contains the phrase, ‘when and 
if the various co-op programs are offered to you.’ With the passage of time, 
those three words, ‘when and if,’ seem to have become the most important 
qualification, because even after months of attempted contact, WTAO-TYV still 
does not know if ABC will offer the station any programs, or when. 

“So the situation in Boston, as it concerns television, lines up in the following 
fashion. Four networks come into Boston, and there are three television sta- 
tions. NBC and CBS have primary and basic affiliation contracts with the two 
existing VHF stations: WBZ-TV is the basic NBC outlet, and WNAC~TV is the 
basic CBS outlet. However, with ABC and Du Mont networks have primary 
affiliations with these two VHF stations. Therefore, these latter two networks 
have to offer these VHF stations first choice on all programs for at least 72 
hours. Simple arithmetic shows that these VHF stations which already enjoy a 
choice of all NBC and/or CBS programs dependent upon their individual basic 
affiliations with those networks get a total of 144 hours, or 6 full days, between 
them to choose from all ABC and Du Mont programs before these programs can 
be offered to WTAO-TV. The 144-hour rule applies to Du Mont only, of course, 
because of our affiliation contract. ABC is not bound by even this rule. I need 
not say that the pickings that femain after this process takes place add very 
little incentive for WTAO-TV to pay for high audio and video line charges into 
Boston, plus other costs, to get the programs that are left. 

“Please allow me to give you a few examples of what is taking place. It was 
repeatedly brought to my attention by one of my contacts in the industry that 
one of the networks was in the process of negotiating to place a network show 
in Boston. This process has been going on for weeks, and still the show has not 
been offered to the VHF stations on the 72-hour forfeiture basis. The fact that 
our station is available to the Boston market does not seem to matter. If the 
negotiating network held to the 72-hour rule which is common to contracts, our 
station would at least have had a crack at that show by this time. However, 
I am not even allowed to find out about such available, or possibly available, 
shows on an above-the-board basis. I cannot even get a chance to approach the 
¢«lient about offering him live time on our station. 

“Another case example is a program that offers a news broadcast. I learned 
that the VHF stations could not carry this news broadcast on a live time basis, 
i. e., carry the program at the time it is originally telecast from its source. I 
approached the ABC network and offered to carry the program live. I was 
turned down. I asked Mr. Malcolm Lang, ABC station relations director for New 
England, if I might approach the client and offer live time to him. Mr. Lang 
told me, and I quote, ‘I do not want you to go to the agency. However, I can’t 
prevent it. But if you do, and if the client questions me, I will recommend 
that they stay where they are on a delayed broadcast basis.’ Hence, a news 
program that might be coming into Boston live, and up to date, is still being 
telecast 2 days later on a delayed broadcast basis. I leave it to you gentlemen 
to decide if delayed broadcast of news is in the public interest; in my opinion, 
such delayed broadcast is not in the public interest. 

“I tried to get the John Daly show. I was bluntly told that the advertising 
agency handling that show is not buying UHF stations in intermixed markets. 
In short, WTAO-TYV is sitting with its antenna perched over more than 1 mil- 
lion television sets in Boston and cannot provide these set owners with additional 
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service and program selectivity because there has not been enough program 
incentive to get these sets converted to receive UHF reception. The two Boston 
VHF stations have enjoyed special privileges for a number of years, and they 
still continue to enjoy these special privileges even though WTAO-TV has been 
operating for approximately 744 months. In addition to special privileges for 
VHF in Boston, the average television viewer has been restricted from selecting 
program choice from a third television station. 

“We cannot get an affiliation out of ABC.. The reason for this is that ABC 
has a primary affiliation with the CBS basic affiliate station, WNAC-—TV, in 
Boston. In my opinion, from my experience and from actual conversations with 
ABC executives, ABC wishes to keep this affiliation strong because when and if 
pending VHF channel 5 is granted in Boston, they feel that channel 5 will become 
the CBS basic station in Boston and that, therefore, they do not want to do any- 
thing to upset, or in any way jeopardize, their relationship with channel 7, 
WNAC-TV. 

“Well, what can be done about such a situation? You might ask, is more 
network regulation needed? I have had the feeling from the beginning that the 
system adopted for channel allocations was extremely faulty. After several 
years of observation, and actual working experience, I now believe that there 
is no doubt about the unworkability of the present allocations. Intermixture is 
seriously breaking down throughout the country. In my opinion, under the 
present allocation plan, more network regulation is needed to help UHF survive, 
particularly in intermixed markets; however, such regulation will not cure the 
basic and fundamental problem of equal economic natural facilities and oppor- 
tunity. I believe the real cure will be a more realistic reallocation that will 
eliminate intermixture; such a reallocation eliminatizg intermixture might 
make the need for further network regulation unnecessary, or, in any event, hold 
further network regulation to a minimum. 

“In my opinion, an immediate suspension of grants should be instituted before 
any more serious and irreparable damage is done to the chance of having a 
truly nationwide competitive television system. I believe that the further 
licensing of VHF and UHF stations at this time is doing considerable harm to 
the possible chance of developing such a truly competitive nationwide television 
system. Once a suspension is called, the next step is an immediate and expedited 
study of reallocation of all existing VHF and UHF channels in order to elimi- 
nate intermixture. I feel that eliminating intermixture is the only correct 
solution to the problem facing this entire industry. 

“Under such a reallocation, you would then have all VHF stations competing 
on an equal economic basis with equal natural facilities and you would have all 
UHF stations also competing on a similar economic basis. Also, such a plan 
would give the average television viewer the greatest selectivity of programs by 
maximizing network affiliations, as well as promoting local programing. I 
further believe that by this reallocation you would stimulate the building of more 
UHF stations and you would immediately stop the turning in of construction 
permits at the rate they are now being turned in. Therefore, you would en- 
courage new businesses in many, many communities and, in that way, you would 
be helping the employment situation throughout the country, as well as establish- 
ing a truly nationwide competitive television system.” 


“STATEMENT OF GARY COHEN, Vick PRESIDENT OF WBUF-TV 


“My name is Gary Cohen. Iam vice president of WBUF-TV, a UHF television 
station in Buffalo, N. Y. 

“T am here to give the subcommittee the history of WBUF-—TV to show the 
problems which its management encountered when it accepted the public trust 
placed upon it as the holder of a television channel allocated to Buffalo to 
provide that community with the best program service possible. 

“The organization which became WBUF-TV was first formed in June 1952. 
Its members were some 20 public-spirited businessmen, all from the Buffalo- 
Niagara Falls area. At that time we had only one television service in our 
area. As the Buffalo-Niagara Falls area constitutes the 14th largest retail 
market in the United States, and includes within its limits a population of over 
a million and a quarter people, the Federal Communications Commission °- 
awarded it 3 VHF channels and 2 UHF channels—for commercial purposes— 
and 1 UHF for educational purposes. 
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“On August 8, 1952, the WBUF-TV group filed an application for a UHF 
channel, channel 17. At that time one VHF station was on the air and compet- 
ing applications were on file for both the VHF channels. The other UHF 
channel—channel 59—was vacant but subsequently another group applied for 
and was granted that channel. 

“When WBUF made its application it had two choices before it. One, it could 
join the competition for one of the two VHF channels or two, it could file for 
a UHF channel. Under the rules governing the precessing of applications, that 
were in effect at that time, there appeared to be no likelihood that any VHF 
channel could be granted in less than 3 years. The prospects for immediate 
grant in UHF looked good. WBUF-TV_realized that many economic obstacles 
lay in the path of successful operation of a UHF television station’ However, 
with the objective of bringing an additional television service to Buffalo at the 
earliest possible date and with the hope that a 3-year headstart sufficient UHF 
receiver circulation could be built up to make the enterprise worthwhile. 

“On September 10, 1952—approximately month after WBUF filed for its UHF 
channel—it placed an order for UHF transmitting equipment contingent only 
upon receipt of a construction permit. The Commission granted the applica- 
tion in December 1952. An immediate order for the delivery of the equipment 
was placed with the manufacturer. Delivery was promised in March of 1953, 
but it was August 15, 1953, before a transmitter was delivered. And I am 
sorry to say that the transmitter that was delivered was a 1-kilowatt trans- 
mitter whereas we had ordered and expected a 5-kilowatt transmitter. 

“It will be recalled that the Commission granted WBUF its television con- 
struction permit in December 1952. Beginning in January 1953 WBUF inau- 
gurated a strenuous campaign to promote the conversion of existing VHF only 
sets and the sale of all-channel receivers. From early January 1953 to the 
middle of August 1953, when WBUF went on the air, numerous meetings were 
held with local distributors and servicemen. WBUF ran—and is running— 
daily ads in the local newspapers to acquaint the public with the programing 
of WBUF and the need for conversion. WBUF representatives constantly 
visited appliance dealers in order to assist them in merchandising UHF sets. 
No effort was spared nor is now being spared. | 

“We did not make the mistake that is ascribed to other permittees of trying to 
get on the air too soon and with inadequate preparation. The day we took the 
air—I am proud to say—the quality of our picture was as good as that of the 
VHF station and the quality has remained good to this day. Moreover, the 
quality of our programing the day we started operation was as good as that 
of the VHF station and has so remained to this very day. 

“The public responded beautifully to our efforts. From August 17, the day 
we started on the air, until the middle of December 1953, conversions proceeded 
at a most satisfactory pace. By the first of October approximately 14 percent 
of all sets in the Buffalo-Niagara Falls area were able to receive WBUF-TYV 
signals. The percentage of conversions continued to increase so that by the 
end of December 1953 almost 27 percent of all receivers were able to receive 
UHF programs. 

“Even more encouraging than the conversion picture was the fact that from 
August until December it was not possible, as a practical matter, for dealers 
to sell new television receivers unless they were equipped with UHI. UHF- 
equipped receivers were more expensive than VHF receivers bu the public 
would not buy a receiver that did not enable them to receive the quality pro- 
grams that they could get only by tuning in to WBUF-TV.” 


STATEMENT OF BENEDICT P. Corrone—Resumed 


Mr. Cortons. Last night, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, a 
group of some 40 to 50 UHF broadcasters met at the Statler Hotel in order to 
seek to arrive at some definitive regulation that we felt should be made and 
pressed before this subcommittee as the immediate solution or at least the tem- 
porary immediate solution to the problem with which UHF broadcasting is 
confronted today. 

At that time we had a meeting that consisted of the members o* the UHF 
Television Broadcasters Association from whom you have heard, and of our own 
committee, the UHF Industry Coordinating Committee. It was unanimously 
determined that we should present respectfully to this subcommittee resolutions 
which I might state in general terms have not been written down in any specific 
form but which are as follows: 
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It was decided that the Commission in light of many things that have hap- 
pened, particularly the desire of Members of Congress to obtain expedited serv- 
ice in many communities in the United States, that the Commission is now to 
be considered under a moral if not a ‘legal obligation to expedite the grants of 
television facilities throughout the country. 

It was felt that in fairness to the Commission there should be a complete 
understanding at this moment that a continuance of that directive might be 
very, very dangerous to the continued existence of a competitive television 
system. 

Therefore, it was determined and we hope that this recommendation will not 
be considered presumptuous and we hope that it is considered in the light of 
the very strong feeling of all these people that they are in a desperate plight 
and that national television is in a desperate plight. 

It was therefore decided unanimously that a request be made to the Federal 
Communications Commission that the Commission immediately—and when I 
say immediately, everyone meant immediately—suspend the grant of all appli- 
cations for initial construction permits or for modications of construction per- 
mits. They could do that by placing, as they have done in the past in the pend- 
ing files or pending applications for such facilities, that the Commission also 
suspend that and all grants made in the 30 days preceding the action which is 
here to be taken, namely of suspension of all grants. 

And that the Commission suspend also all requests for so-called special 
temporary operation with respect to facilities that have already been authorized 
under construction permits. That would not preclude the last—that sugges- 
tion would not preclude anyone who has a construction permit to proceed to 
construction pursuant to the provisions of that construction permit, with the 
exception of those which have been granted within the last 30 days to proceed 
to construct their facilities under the permit originally granted, but would 
merely prevent them from obtaining an authorization which permits them to 
engage in an interim operation with somewhat lesser facilities than are normally 
provided in the construction permit. 

The word that was used was “hiatus.” By any other name it is still a freeze. 

We think that the period of time for which that equipment hiatus or freeze 
should be in effect should be the period of time that this committee may require 
in order to consider the evidence that it has before it and in order to complete 
these proceedings. 

We would leave that period of time to the absolute judgment of this com- 
mittee. We would be presumptuous to suggest any particular period of time. 

We have said and you have heard from many witnesses that the only solu- 
tion to this problem is immediate steps looking toward eliminating this com- 
petitive inequality between the UHF stations and the VHF stations, and we 
have said and taken the position rather firmly that the correct approach is the 
institution by the Commission of such necessary proceedings as might eliminate 
that differential. 

In plain words, gentlemen, we have come to the conclusion that the goal 
toward which such a reallocation should look is a complete transition from 
VHF to UHF. 

That may sound like a drastic proposal, but we would like to say that we do 
not believe we are suggesting anything more drastic than the suggestion upon 
which all television broadcasting itself was instituted in this country. 

The committee heard the words from Mr. Weber who pointed out to the com- 
mittee that the very first time that the Commission made a reallocation of the 
radio spectrum after the war, the Commission, in allocating 13 VHF channels 
to television, stated that it is not possible for a nationwide competitive system 
to be constructed upon the 13 VHF channels, which are now 12, that had been 
provided. The Commission specifically stated that television must find its home 
eventually in the upper portion of the spectrum known as UHF, The Commission 
again said it when it was forced by virtue of the pressing demands of the other 
services, to delete channel 1. The Commission again raised that point and re- 
peated its prediction or expression that television broadcasting must find its 
lodging in the upper portions of the radio spectrum. That was in 1947, I believe, 
which was just before the Commission instituted the proceedings which led to 
what we have come to know as the freeze order. 

We have heard a great deal about the drastic consequences of such a proposal 
in terms of the impact on the public. If we analyze this for just a moment 
and if we may accept as doctrine the Commission’s own statements that have 
prefaced every important move in respect to television broadcasting over the 
years, we see that all we are doing is in effect carrying out the expectation of the 








FEDERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 745 


Commission itself with respect to television broadcasting. If that expectation 
was that all television broadcasting and all television reception should be such 
that UHF can be received by the public, we are doing no more for the public 
than the Commission expressed initially. What is the difference? What are the 
crossroads? 

The simple question is, have we arrived at that crossroads today? If we 
have not arrived at that crossroads today we will never get to the Commission’s 
ultimate expectation of what the television situation should be in this country. 
We think the committee has heard enough to indicate what the crossroads is so 
that at least we may start on a course which looks toward the realization of this 
initial expectation. 

Senator Potrer. What do you think of the suggestion made by Mr. Poller that 
you conduct simulcast during the transmission period until they could finally move 
into the UHF? 

Mr. Corrone. I was going to get to that. 

We discussed last night that there is unquestionably going to be the necessity 
for a transition period here and, as Mr. Poller stated, it will become necessary 
in that period of transition to provide for simultaneous operation for some period 
of VHF and UHF stations. There would be this common ownership for some per- 
iod ‘of time which should be geared and related to some reasonable period of 
amortization of existing VHF facilities that pertain where there would be two 
Services from a single operator. In and of itself, the provision of duplicating of 
programing by the same operator cannot be successful. 

In FM there was the provision for duplication of programing. The Commis- 
sion thoght at one time it would be in the public interest to require separate 
programing for FM to develop as it felt it shouid develop. Duplication became 
the order of the day and we have never had any separate programing in the 
FM field, any of it that has been of any assistance to the development of FM. 
But it being plain that network broadcasting is the only means whereby there can 
be an inducement to the public conversion, it is our suggestion and I may say 
that we have appointed a committee that is a representative group of the two or- 
ganizations from which you have heard testimony, to work out the outlines, the 
details of a plan which is designed to accomplish this transitional period by a 
method which provides for distribution of network programing between the com- 
monly VHF and UHF owned stations in the same community. 

Their plan contemplates a method whereby a certain number of hours of net- 
work programing will be distributed as between the VHF and the UHF station 
commonly owned during this transitional period, with the goal of eventually and 
moving gradually into the situation where that programing by the end of the 
period when the transitional period has been completed, all of that programing 
will be conducted on the UHF station. I do not wish to imply that we have 
worked out, in any definite form, that suggestion. We have basic outlines. We 
feel that it is quite important to give any plan very deliberate thought and we 
hope that we may be able to come back to you before these proceedings are over 
and if we will be given that opportunity to do it we will welcome it to come back 
to you with the details of that plan in a manner which may be considered feasible 
and in any event it would seem quite proper should be provided for the considera- 
tion of every possible feasible method of accomplishing what I believe we all 
agree is the ultimate goal toward which television broadcasting must go. 

Senator JoHNsoN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Senator Porter. Yes. 

Senator Jounson. Do I understand you to say that each licensee for a VHF 
station would be given a UHF station and he would either be permitted or com- 
pelled to broadcast on both UHF and VHF until such time as the Commission 
was ready to remove the VHF broadcast? Is that the way it would work? 

Mr. Cottone. That is generally the plan. In other words, that period of time 
would be geared to two things: First, the period of normal amortization of the 
VHF facilities ; and, second, relating that period to the normal period of replace- 
ment of the television sets and we have had some testimony yesterday and the 
day before on that normal period, what it would normally be. It would be 4 years 
or thereabouts, I believe, and there are some statistics than can be provided on 
that. 

Senator Jounson. Would the 4-year dual operation work quite a hardship 
on the station if they had to broadcast in both UHF and VHF? 

Mr. Cortrone. Perhaps I should have answered your question by saying that 
there will be no compulsion to continue to broadcast on VHF. That choice would 
be left to the broadcaster. 

Senator JoHNson. But that would be allocated? 
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Mr. CorroNe. Yes, in other words, they would be given the opportunity to have 
a UHF channel which could be utilized for simultaneous broadcasts during a 
period of time which might be considered a transitional period. 

Senator JoHNson. And their use of the UHF channel would be their own choice, 
at their own peril. 

Mr. Corrone. The UHF channel? 

Senator JoHNsSoN. At the end of 4 years the VHF would have to be given up 
and if they haven’t trained the audience to listen to the UHF, it would be their 
hard luck. 

Mr. Corrone. You say give up the UHF? 

Senator JoHNson. I mean the use or the lack of the use of it. 

Mr. Cortone. Yes, that is exactly right, sir. 

One of the other proposals we thought we should lay before the committee 
is that we are now at the opening of an era of color television. If we are right 
in proposing eventually going to UHF, and since we are in a period where there 
is going to be the commencement of substantial investment in color television, 
we believe and believe firmly that color television, if it is started during this 
period of transition should be permitted only on UHF. 

Senator Porter. Does that conelude your statement, Mr. Cottone? 

Mr. Corronr. No, sir, I am exceeding the time but I have been addressing my- 
self to certain points and I haven’t completed the additional proposals that this 
group would like to be considered as supporting, if I may. 

Senator Porrer. All right. 

Mr. Corrone. Before I am through I am afraid I am going to get Senator 
Johnson mad at me. Let me take Senator Johnson’s bill first. 

Senator JOHNsoN. That bill was put in for hearing purposes and to bring 
the question out so that it might be discussed, and I am-very grateful to Senator 
Potter, the chairman of this subcommittee, for holding hearings on it. I am 
not taking my own bill seriously. 

Miss HeNNock. Which Johnson bill? 

Mr. Corrone. There are two bills. We support one of the bills. 

Senator JoHNson. The one that you do not support, I am not taking seriously. 

Mr. Corrong. Let me say that the one that we do support is the one that pro- 
vides for the removal of the excise tax on all-channel receivers. We believe that 
that might be a very strong incentive to manufacturers and distributors to get 
out to the public receivers that are capable of providing at least a part. 

' §enator Porrer. That is passed on to the consumers. 

Mr. Corrone. That is a problem, and frankly how that problem can be avoided 
or how anything can be written into law to avoid it, I have been unable to solve. 
It is in that area where you can hope that the good faith of the manufacturers 
will see to it that the savings of the excise tax will not go back in their own 
poekets. That also goes for the distributors. 

The bill pertaining to additional ownership of stations by a process whereby, 
depending upon the number of VHF stations owned no additional stations may 
be owned and help to—and I think a maximum of 10 is the expression—we have 
grave misgivings about that bill. We are concerned with attempting to alleviate 
a situation which we are recognizing as very dangerous from the standpoint of 
construction and concentration of these stations in the hands of a few and 
monopoly. We do not believe we would be consistent to come before this com- 
mittee and approve the elimination of one kind of monopoly, urge it, and have 
substituted for it a different kind of monopoly. 

Five stations are a tremendous amount of power. Ten stations will be twice 
that amount of power. Five stations are a tremendous amount of concentration. 
Ten stations will be a far greater amount of concentration. 

Secondly, we cannot understand and we have not heard any valid, factual 
or other kind of an argument as to how that is going to help UHF. We have had 
no representations—and I have looked for them—on any specific kind of plan if 
we say that this is to benefit the network—we have heard no statement as to 
what intention the network or other multiple ownership has in implementing 
this idea for advancing the interests of UHF. 

Senator JoHNson. May I suggest to Mr. Cottone that in discussing this pro- 
posal that he keep in mind the proposal before the Commission, to give the 
folks holding 5 VHF’s 2 extra UHF’s, which would be 7. 

Mr. Cortone. That is a greater evil, I believe. I believe that a combination, 
if we are to assume that we will continue under the same order of things, a 
combination of 5 VHF’s and 2 UHF’s is less to be desired than 10 UHF’s. As- 
suming that we continue under the present order of things, that is. Of course, if 
we have all UHF’s and they are all equal and we have 1 type of television broad- 
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casting system and they cover 5 VHF’s, multiplied by 2 under your bill, Senator 
Johnson—the group that met last night feels that that wouldn’t—they would 
like to take this proposition up with respect to the so-called Bricker bill. We 
have said that you can best obtain the attainment of an equal nationwide com- 
petitive system by providing the basic groundwork for equal competitive oppor- 
tunity among broadcasting stations. That concept is implicit in the statutory 
principle of the fair, equal distribution of facilities. 

Having provided that kind of pattern of ground rules, it seems to me that there 
is less necessity for governmental instrusion into the area of regulation. 

I think that one of the things that should be considered on this score is that, 
if we examine the pattern of governmental regulation such as provided for in 
certificates of convenience and necessity, any attempt to regulate under the 
so-called common-carrier concept really is productive of a different kind of 
monopolistic situation. 

In some areas that kind of monopoly may be in the public interest. One 
might be able to say that telephone regulation is in that area because of the waste 
and duplication that exists. 

In the field of broadcasting we have started out with the concept that there 
should be opportunity to all, not only to the broadcasters, but to all who wish to 
get into the field of supplying programs to broadcasters. 

It is a very dangerous possibility that by regulation of that nature you will 
limit the field of those who may provide programing to the American public to 
what we have today. 

Senator Porrer. Do you envision more than four networks? 

Mr. Corrone. I do not today envision more than 4 networks, but I would not 
today wish to shut the door on more than 4 networks. 

Senator Porrer. Do you envision that, going on as we are going on now, there 
will be only two networks? 

Mr. Corronge. Oh, as we are now, we are on the way to just two networks. But 
we believe that the way to cure that is to put this on the level where individual 
initiative, given the equal opportunity, can bring about the equalization in that 
field. I do not wish to be understood as saying for this group that we do not 
believe that there should be no attempt whatsoever at governmental regulation 
of this matter. I sincerely and deeply believe that the consequences of so drastic 
an action as that could not assist us in achieving the goal we are trying to achieve 
by the reallocation method and I think it becomes vitally necessary to do it 
by regulation. That should be considered an alternative. 

Senator ScHOEPPEL. But you are now asking for some governmental regulation 
to get yourself out of this mess. 

Mr, Corrone. I am only asking that the Federal Communications Commission, 
as a result of the authority traditionally recognized, set up the facilities in such 
a way that everyone has an equal competitive opportunity in the open market 
place. 

Senator ScHorpret. At one stage of the game that is what they thought they 
were doing. 

Mr. Cortrone. That is right. 

Senator ScHorepret. And they did not do it. 

Mr. Cortrone. Yes. 

Senator Scuorrpet. And now when they started gobbling them up, you say 
somebody will have to unscramble that, and obviously we are not going to get it 
done by letting it up to those who have preempted some rights, so somebody 
should step in. 

Mr. Corrone. Yes; but I am suggesting that there is one form of stepping in 
that is much more to be desired than another form. 

Senator ScHoepPeL. I get your position on that, but you cannot breathe hot and 
cold. You will have to take some degree of regulation, but we all hope that it is 
going to be equitable, fair, and consistent with what is in the public interest, and 
the investing public has millions and millions of sets. 

Mr. CoTTone. I agree wtih that. I was not suggesting that there should be 
hands off on regulation. I say if we cannot accomplish this in the way that we 
should try to accomplish it, by this freeze, by this effort toward reallocation, 
and by, in the interim period, providing that kind of regulation as to programing 
that assures this distribution of programing between VHF and UHF, then I say 
that it becomes vitally important. 

Let me put it this way: I think the authority should be given to the Commission. 
Whether the Commission should exercise the authority and issue rules and regu- 
lations should depend very strongly on what has been accomplished by having 
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proceeded on this other method. I do not disagree with the purpose of this bill, 
nor does this organization, but what the Commission does should depend upen- 
how successful it has been in proceeding in the other direction. 

Senator Scuorpret. But at this stage of the game it looks as if there was either 
an error in judgment or not knowing what the technical advances we may have 
missed are. 

Mr. Corrone. Yes, sir, precisely ; and I should like to say one word about this 
question of intermixture. 

Senator ScHorePpret. Unfortunately, I have to leave. I would like to ask one 
question before I go, and I do regret that I do have to leave. 

Mr. Cotrone. I do, too, sir. 

Senator ScHoEPPEL. How far should the networks be regulated and by whom? 
Have you got a judgment factor to express on that? 

Mr. CorTone. I think the networks should be regulated to the fullest extent 
of the concepts under our antitrust laws that prevent any kind of restrictive prac- 
tice, prevent that kind of advantageous arrangement that networks may be able 
to obtain by virtue of their stronger bargaining position. 

I believe that to the extent that the Commission could implement the antitrust 
laws and keep out those restrictive practices and keep out those exclusive arrange- 
ments in a sense from creeping into the relations between networks and stations, 
I even say that there is no reason why networks, for example, should have any 
kind of a privilege to have any particular kind of an option or exclusive right on 
the time of a station. That was the path along which we went in 1943. 

Senator Hunt. Do you feel that the networks should offer the same programs 
and let everybody who wants to buy them? 

Mr. Corrone. I feel that there should be at least an opportunity for competitive’ 
bidding or bargaining in the marketplace for everyone who would like to have 
this program to have an opportunity to do so to carry it on their stations. 

Senator Hunt. Your answer is that those willing to pay the price should get 
them? 

Mr. Corrone. Yes; but in a competitive market the price will adjust itself to a 
reasonable price, I would say. 

Senator Scnoepret. I would like to ask this other face of my two-pronged 
question: By whom would you have the regulation of the networks? 

Mr. Corrone. I would have the regulation under the Commission, present regu- 
lations and insistence upon the provisions of those regulations by the Commission, 
and enforcement of the provisions of those regulations and that goes beyond 
merely the written arrangement that might exist between networks. It requires 
a far greater staff than the Commission now has to investigate these practices and 
investigate the type of arrangements that may exist by understandings between 
networks and stations than the Commission now has. 

Senator Potter. You say the Commission has the authority to do it now? 

Mr. CorTone. I say the Commission has the authority to do many things. 

Senator Jounson. I want to find out whether you think that there are sufficient 
standards for the Commission to act now in the regulation of networks or that 
Congress should lay down some specific standards? 

Mr. CottTone. I would say that for the reason that if the Commission were to 
proceed on the basis of its present authority it would be tied up in court for years 
and it would be desirable for Congress to reiterate the authority of the Commis- 
sion in that field so that there can be no question about it. We are going to have 
whatever kind of regulation is adopted by the Commission and we are going to 
have bitter fights about that. 

Senator Jonnson. If Congress passes the law placing the regulation of net- 
works under the Commission, there will not be necessity for reiterating anything, 
but if Congress does place them under the jurisdiction of the Commission, should 
then Congress follow up with the specific standards of that regulation, or should 
it be left to the general law as now exists, the general congressional law ? 

Mr. CorTone. I would say that, if you could reasonably expect that the Com- 
mission will regard its own utterances with regard to competition with respect to 
the desirability of the avoiding of practices that may be restrictive and monopo- 
listie in principle, and the Commission has said that the policies of the antitrust 
law are embodied into the act, if they could be reasonably expected to do that, I 
think it would be unnecessary to write any standards in the form of legislation. 

However, I think there will be a great deal of difficulty in deing that. If 
Congress could prescribe the standards, it would be of great help to the Com-, 
mission to reexamine the basic authority of the Commission and the standards 
could be written by law on the philosophy and theory of our antitrust laws. 

Senator Hunr. Is there any network that does not own broadcasting stations? 

, 
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Mr. Corrone. Dumont does not own any radio broadcasting stations. They 
own television stations. 

Senator Hunt. The art of programing seems to me igs today under the juris- 
diction of the Commission. Now the regulating of the stations is, but it seems 
to me network programing is a separate and distinct part of the bill altogether. 
Do you feel we need additional legislation on that? 

Mr. Corrone. I think what you are thinking of is that the Commission may 
not have any authority over the contents, but the Commission has the authority 
over the relationships that lead to arrangements for the obtaining of programs. 
That has nothing to do with the content of the program. 

Senator Hunt. No authority over the placing of network programs. 

Mr. Corrone. Except indirectly. I think that the Commission does have 
authority to prescribe, and I am sticking my neck way out. 

Senator Hunr. Do you know of a case where the Commission has said such 
and such a station will carry such and such a network program’ 

Mr. Corrone. No. 

Senator Hunt. That is what I meant. 

Mr. Corrone. But I see no reason why under the same token the Commissiom 
might not regulate the networks with respect to how many options the stations 
can arrange for with networks and various other provisions that have to do 
with the furnishing of programs by the networks. The Commission could not 
provide a standard as to how much network programing can be obtained from 
any specific network by a station. 

Senator Hunt. Do you think that up to this time the allocation of network 
programing has been fair and equitable? 

Mr. Corrone. I do not. I most certainly do not. 

Senator Hunt. That is what I am getting at, and if it hasn’t been and the 
Commission has the authority to see that they are, then the Commission has not 
been diligent or they do not have the authority. 

Mr. Corrone. I do not hold to the view that the Commission has as little 
authority as some people claim for it. We have gone through this question of 
the authority of the Commission. It came up before. There was bitter oppo- 
sition, and there were all of the legal talents of the broadcasting industry all 
arrayed against the side of the Commission on the question of jurisdiction 
under the network regulation. You gentlemen know the history of that. The 
Commission adopted the network regulation but those networks went to the 
Supreme Court and the Commission’s authority was sustained. 

The Commission has exercised rulemaking authority in many fields. It is 
true that in the network field they did mention that Congress had certain views 
on the subject and had said something about authority to write rules about 
network regulation, but the Commission has exercised this rulemaking authority 
in the general public interest. 

I would like to cite the lottery case. There were two grounds upon whick 
the Commission’s authority was attacked, that the Commission had no authority 
whatsoever to adopt rules, that the Commission was getting into the business 
of regulating programing and censorship and the various other arguments that 
had been held since way back in the days of the network rules and regulations. 

The Court held that some of the Commission’s lottery provisions had not 
properly interpreted the penal statute. The authority of the Commission to make 
rules in that area was sustained by the district court in New York and by the 
Supreme Court. So that the Commission’s rulemaking authority then is not 
as limited as some would have this committee believe. 

Senator Hunt. Would you agree with me that the networks’ hold over these 
UHF stations is that of life or death? 

Mr. Corrone. I certainly do believe that, Senator Hunt. 

Senator Hunt. It is tremendously important that we look at that phase of 
the problem. 

Mr. Corrone. It most certainly is. 

Senator Porrer. Even if the Commntaiion has the authority to regulate the 
network, I assume you are aware of the problem of possible court action which 
could delay it for many years. 

Mr. Corrone. Precisely so. 

Senator Porrer. It would seem to me, guid this again would be a matter of 
high policy, that it would be necessary for the Congress at least to act in this 
field if action is needed. 

Mr. Corronge. I would most certainly think that the way to be assured of action 
is for the Commission to relieye—— 
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Senator Porter. If the Commission has authority now, I would assume that 
that authority relates more to the field of the antitrust laws, whether it is a 
restraint of trade rather than to the rules and regulations as far as the broad- 
Pass me concerned or their affiliations, how they shall make the affiliations. 

on’t know. 


Mr. Cortone. I think it is a little broader than stating that they may stick to 
the letter of the anitrust laws. 

In the Supreme Court decision in the network case the Supreme Court said 
that the Commission does not have to find that there is a violation of the anti- 
trust laws, but it is enough for them to determine that it is in violation of a 
broad public interest policy which stems from the antitrust laws. It is much 
broader than a restriction to the letter of the existing laws. 

I think that the Commission's authority is geared directly to the factors 
that Congress said must be considered in deciding where the public interest 
must be served. 

Senator Porter. But if you were a Member of the Congress you would want 
an expression from Congress. 

Mr. Corrone. I most certainly would welcome it. There are some other mat- 
ters which I would like to take up. There was some discussion about the attain- 
ment of the ultimate goal which should be done by the process of attempting 
intermixture elimination. I think that will be a complication of the task of the 
ultimate goal of going to UHF. There is no way you can eliminate intermixture, 

The Commission, because of the powers and height—and I say this in no 
critical sense—but it has become most difficult to keep the service areas of 
VHF entirely separate and distinct from the service area of UHF, and any 
consideration of any proposal, even the Dumont proposal, will illustrate that, 
that it is a tremendously difficult job. 

The concept that should be followed is one that looks to the single market 
concept. In other words, obtain a kind of television broadcasting system that 
looks to service to his own market or the trade area or the community of 
interest for which that television channel was assigned. 

The present system of permitting the great spread by tremendous heights and 
powers of service areas that very difficult in areas where you have a smaller 
station, in a smaller community, where you have a small station, and it is very 
difficult for that smaller station to be outside the shadow of the larger station 
in the larger market which can be built to tremendous heights and powers 
because the market can more readily support that kind of an operation. 

Let me say also on the question of the difficulty of arriving at a plan that 
will provide enough channels for a nationwide competitive system of OHF. 
One thing is overlooked, and in some of the questions that were asked this 
morning attention was not addressed to this problem. I think one of the 
reasons asserted for the inability of the UHF band stems from the 7 channels 
in New York and the 7 channels in Los Angeles. If because of the 7 stations 
in New York and the 7 stations in Los Angeles it becomes impossible to get 
enough spread of UHF throughout the rest of the country, New York and Los 
Angeles are just going to have to sacrifice a little bit, and there should be 
methods and means of adjusting that without doing any injury or serious 
harm to anybody. Some of these stations in New York have not been able 
to operate over all these years in the period of lush profits at a profit, as Senator 
Pastore mentioned. There should be some way whereby that operator could 
set up in business somewhere else which offers more promise of success for his 
operation, but should not be permitted to deter at least a consideration of the 
possibility. 

With the plans we have in this industry it cannot be accepted as dogma and I 
want to add that I am not a technical man, that it is impossible to attain a nation- 
wide system on UHF. I say you cannot accept the premise necessarily of the 
heights and powers today which of course makes it more difficult to place these 
stations where they want to place them. 

I would like to state also that the people who have been working on this matter 
and who are here before you are people who have a great deai at stake. I think, 
in the words of Jack Garrison, who testified this morning, there is a serious, 
serious danger if something isn’t done very quickly that we will not have any 
UHF, and if you accept the premise on which this was started you will not have 
a nationwide television system. It is an irrefutable fact that cannot be ignored. 
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Thank you very much. 

Senator Porrer. Thank you. Are there any other questions of Mr. Cottone? 

We will hear from Mr. Burton and Mr. Craig at this time. 

Mr. Evrxs (continuing). The committee will call as its first wit- 
nesses this morning Mr. Visions Garland Tinsley, Jr., of Baltimore, 
Md., and Mr. Irvin Abeloff, of Richmond, Va. 

Mr. McCutsocn. Off the record, Mr. Chairman. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Evins. On the record. 

With reference to my statement and Mr. McConnaughey’s reply, 
I would add that this conference was held at the request of Mr. Mc- 
Connaughey, and if he did not use the word “networks,” certainly he 
used the words “interests regulated” and “industry regulated” which 
to my mind means the same thing. 

During the course of our discussion, Mr. McConnaughey wanted to 
assure me that he was not a strong Chairman. I think his statement 
has indicated his admission of the use of the words “one of the weak- 
est Chairmen” of any of the regulatory agencies. 

He certainly discussed his lack of power of hiring and firing per- 
sonnel at the FCC. It is clear to me this morning that the Chairman 
of the FCC has a clear recollection of that part of our discussion. 

The Chairman seems not to recall clearly that part of our discus- 
sion dealing with the fear of reprisal against members of the staff of 
the FCC who speak out or take positions against the interests of the 
industries regulated. 

While Mr. McConnaughey may perhaps have a lapse of memory in 
this respect, I have not. I clearly recall the discussion that dealt 
with this fear of reprisal. 

Mr. L’Heureux stated that this fear of reprisal was one of the 
reasons why the FCC was reluctant to divulge to the members of this 
subcommittee the names of the staff members who had written memo- 


randa or taken particular positions concerning contentions before the 
Commission. 


Mr. McConnaughey, the chairman of the FCC, quickly concurred 
in the views expressed by Mr. L’Heureux in this regard. 


pene Mr. McConnaughey’s statement, and my comments 


M 
will be printed in the record. (See pp. 727, 728, 751.) 

Now, Mr. MacIntyre, you may proceed. 

Mr. Tinsley, do you solemnly swear the testimony you are about 
to give before this committee will be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Tinstey. Yes, sir. 

. Evins. And you are Mr. Abeloff? 

. ABELOFF. I am, sir. 

. Evins. You are counsel ? 

. Angvorr. I am Mr. Abeloff. 

. Prorxin. And I am counsel. 

. Evins. What is your name? 

. Prorxin. Mr. Plotkin. 

. Evins. Mr. Plotkin and Mr. Abeloff. 
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TESTIMONY OF THOMAS GARLAND TINSLEY, JR., BALTIMORE, MD., 
ACCOMPANIED BY HARRY M. PLOTKIN, COUNSEL 


Mr. MacInryre. Mr. Tinsley, will you state your full name for 
the record. 

Mr. Trystry. Thomas Garland Tinsley, Jr. 

Mr. MacInryre. Where do you reside, Mr. Tinsley? 

Mr. Trnstxy. Valley Road, Owings Mills, Baltimore, Md. 

Mr. MacIntyre. That is in the suburbs of Baltimore? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And you are the owner and operator of some 
business; are you? 

Mr. Trnstey. Part owner and operator, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. What is that business? 

Mr. Trxstey. I own part of the stock of the Maryland Broadcasting 
Co., the Lee Broadcasting Corp. Those are the only two, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Maryland Broadcasting Co. and the Lee Broad- 
casting Corp. ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. And does either of those two companies operate 
broadcasting stations? 

Mr. Trnstey. Both of them, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And what are those stations? 

Mr. Trystey. Maryland Broadcasting Co. operates radio station 
WITH. 

Mr. Macintyre. In Baltimore? 

Mr. Trnstey. In Baltimore. 

Mr. MacInryre. Any others? 

Mr. Trnstxy. It controls the corporation which has a construction 
permit for WITH-TV in Baltimore, which is a UHF construction 

rmit. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Any others? 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Do you have any interest in any other broadcasting 
business with stations elsewhere? 

Mr. TrnstEy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. What companies and what stations? 

Mr. Trnstey. Lee Broadcasting Corp., which operates radio sta- 
tion WLEE. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Where is that? 

Mr. Trnstey. Richmond, Va. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Any others? 

Mr. Trnstey. And WLEE, in turn, has an interest in Petersburg 
Television Corp. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Does it operate any station? 

Mr. Trnstey (continuing). Which in turn operates station 
WXEX-TV, Petersburg, Va. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You spoke about an interest; is that a controlling 
interest ? ; 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. What part of the control is it? 

Mr. Trvstxy. It would be approximately—I am just guessing, sir— 
around 41 or 42 percent, something like that. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Who owns the remainder? 
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Mr. Trnstey. The remainder is owned by about 50 other people. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Where are they? 

Mr. Tinstey. Those 50 other people, practically all of them, are 
located in Petersburg, Va. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Any of them in Baltimore? 

Mr. Tinstey. No, sir; none of them in Baltimore. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Richmond? 

Mr. Trstey. I think there are 1 or 2 in Richmond. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Is one of those Mr. Abeloff ? 

Mr. Trystzy. No. Mr. Abeloff lives in Petersburg. But he is one 
of the owners, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. He operates your Richmond station for you? 

Mr. Trnstey. Mr. Abeloff supervises the operation. We have a 
Richmond manager, Mr. Harvey Hudson, and Mr. Abeloff’s job is 
just to supervise the operation. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You in these capacities received a subpena from 
this subcommittee last week ? 

Mr. Trystery. No, sir. I was out of town last week and did not 
get back until late Saturday night. So I got the subpena Monday, 
just before noon. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And that called for you to produce and submit 
certain records and communications to the subcommittee this morn- 
ing ? 

Mr. Trnstgy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Do you have these records with you? 

Mr. Trnstey. I have these records with me, sir, and I think that 
they are complete, but since I only got the subpena Monday just before 
noon, I would like to have another 24 or 48 hours to take an additional 
look and see if there is anything else that has been omitted. 

Mr. Evins. That permission may be granted. 

Mr. Trnstey. Thank you. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Will you and your counsel attempt to confer with 
us about that this afternoon? We will see if something cannot be 
worked out that will be convenient to you in that regard ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Now, when did your company construct and start 
the operation of the television broadcasting facilities in Baltimore ? 

Mr. Trnstey. We have a construction permit to construct a UHF 
station in Baltimore, sir, and our interest in that started many years 
ago. We have not actually constructed yet. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You have been in the broadcasting business there 
how long? 

Mr. Trnstry. In Baltimore, since 1941. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Since 1941 ! 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. As a radio operator ? 

Mr. Trnstey. The radio business; yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. When did you get into the television business, sir ? 

Mr. TrnstEy. We got into the television business in Petersburg, Va., 
in August—we began operation in August, 1955. 

Mr. MacIntyre. 1955? 

Mr. TinsteEy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Through companies in which you have an interest, 
when did you begin television operations in Baltimore? 
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Mr. Trnstry. We have never started them in Baltimore, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You never had anything there in the way of 
broadcasting ? 

Mr. Tinstey. We have had broadcasting, but not television, sir. 
We have had radio, but not television. 

Mr. MacIntyre. What about Richmond? 

Mr. Tinstry. In Richmond, we have radio which was started in 
1945, but we have no television in Richmond. 

Mr. MacIntyre. But you have radio? 

Mr. TrnstEy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And you have operated radio broadcasting in 
Baltimore, though, since 1941? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You spoke about documents that you are submit- 
ting this morning. Are they on the table there with you? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir, they are. I have documents here—shall I 
read the letter, sir? 

Mr. MacIntyre. Your letter of submittal of the documents? 

Mr. Truster. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Yes. 

Mr. Tinstey (reading) : 


Marcu 21, 1956. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommitee No. 1, 
Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sie: In response to your subpena duces tecum of March 14, 1956, there 
are produced and submitted the enclosed documents covering the period January 
1, 1953, to date, relating to the Maryland Broadcasting Co., Baltimore, Md., 
numbered 1 through 129. 

It is my understanding that the committee is not interested in obtaining that 
information which is strictly of an engineering nature and therefore engineering 
exhibits have been omitted. 

Yours very truly, 
Taomas G. TINSLEY, Jr., 
President, Maryland Broadcasting Oo. 


I have exactly the same letter, sir, from WITH-TY, Inc., in Balti- 
more. That is the corporation that has the construction permit for 
the UHF television station in Baltimore. 

(The letter is as follows :) 


ARNOLD, Fortas & PorTER, 


Washington, D. C., March 21, 1956. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 


Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, 
Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: In response to your subpena duces tecum of March 14, 1956, there 
are produced and submitted the enclosed documents covering the period January 
1, 1953, to date, relating to WITH-TYV, Inc., Baltimore, Md., numbered 1 through 
112. 

It is my understanding that the committee is not interested in obtaining that 
information which is strictly of an engineering nature and therefore engineer- 
ing exhibits have been omitted. 

Very truly yours, 
Tuomas G. TINSLEY, Jr., 
President, WITH-TV, Inc. 


Mr. MacIntyre. Those two submittals by you are in response to 
this subpena? 
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Mr, Trxstey. Those two submittals are by me. Mr. Abeloff has two 
other submittals. 

Mr. MacIntyre. We want to talk about yours for a few minutes 
and then we will turn to his. 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. ' 

Mr. MacIntyre. Now, since you have been in the broadcasting busi- 
ness in Baltimore in the operation of your radio facilities there, you 
have interested yourself in politics, have you? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. And as a part of that, it was as chairman of the 
Citizens for Eisenhower in the State of Maryland ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. That was in 1952? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And as a part of the activities in that regard, you 
arranged for the large reception that was given General Eisenhower 
in Baltimore on September 25, 1952 ? 

Mr. Trnstey. I didn’t arrange for it. I was asked to it. I had 
nothing to do with arranging it, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Were you not the chairman of a committee dealing 
with the arrangements for the reception ? : 

Mr. Tinstey. No, sir. That was done by the regular Republican 
organization in the State, and I was simply an amateur in the citizens’ 

roup. I had nothing to do with the arrangements other than, I 
think, I was on one of the boards having to do with radio publicity 
or television publicity or something like that. But I had nothing to 
do, or any say to do with it. 

Mr. MacIntyre. When you organized the Citizens for Eisen- 
hower, you did that with a view of exercising influence over voters 
in the State of Maryland, did. you not? 

Mr. Tinstey. That was done, sir, with the idea of trying to elect 
General Eisenhower President. 

Mr. MacInryre. And to do that, you had hoped to exercise influ- 
ence over voters in the State of Maryland, to that end? 

Mr. Trnstey. Well, I had hoped that the voters in the State of 
Maryland would vote for the general. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Now, after the election was over, did you not, in 
the beginning of 1953, send out a letter or have one sent out, you or 
Mr. Embry, who manages your station over there—— 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. To loyal Republican Party workers, instructing 
them to get in touch with you for patronage purposes ? 

Mr. Trnstey. I know that the letter went out. I did not know it 
was being sent. I had nothing in the world to do with it. I got 
blamed for it. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Well, did you not-—— 

Mr. Evins. What was that statement? You got what? 

oo Trnstey. I got blamed for it, but I had nothing to do with its 
sending. 

Mr, Mist ives It went out in your name by people associated 
with you, did it not? ‘ 

Mr. Tinstey. That is right, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. People who had worked with you on this citi- 
zens committee dispatched it? 
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Mr. Trxstey. The letter—I knew nothing about the letter. I did 
not know it was going out until I got criticism from the regular 
members in the party classifying me as a Johnny-come-lately. And 
I = an amateur. They were professionals, and I wasn’t faring so 
well. 

Mr. MacInryre. Now, following that occasion, you were quite 
friendly with Commissioner Robert Lee of the FCC, were you? 

Mr. Tinstey. Yes, sir. : 

Mr. MacIntyre. In September 1954, didn’t you invite him to your 
Valley Wood home for entertainment ? 

Mr. Trnstry. No, I don’t 

Mr. MacIntyre. Or visiting, dining? 

Mr. Tinsey. I don’t think I did invite him there. You mean, asked 
him ahead of time to come over for 

Mr. MacIntyre. No,no. This was 2 years later. This was Septem- 
ber 1954. 

Mr. Tinstey. September 1954. I don’t remember the date, sir, but 
T do know that sometime around there, Commissioner Lee and Sol 
Taishoff came over. Sol Taishoff is publisher of Broadcasting Maga- 
zine. And they came over to inspect a group of radio and television 
stations in Baltimore. As I recall it, they came over in Sol Taishoff’s 
car. Commissioner Lee was with him. They came first to bye it 
WITH in Baltimore, and we showed them the station; we showed them 
how we tried to conduct business, how we did things. 

Then the three of us, after we got through there, went over to WMAR 
and talked to the people at WMAR in the management and went up 
and inspected their transmitter on top of the building there. We then 
went from there out to WBAL-TYV, the studios, and talked to the 
people out there and they inspected the installations there. 

After we left there it was late, and Mr. Taishoff and Commissioner 
Lee came out to my house for dinner and stayed for a couple of hours, 
J guess, sir, Then they went back to Washington. 

Mr. MacIntyre. That was during September 1954? 

Mr. Trnstey. I don’t remember the date, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Wasn’t it just prior to October 1, 1954? 

Mr. Trnstey. I don’t remember, sir. I am sorry, but I just don’t 
know. 

Mr. MacInryre. Do you have in mind the date on which the FCC 
granted your application for a license for the Petersburg station, 
WXEX? 

Mr. Trnstry. WXEX? 

Mr. MacIntyre. That was October 1, 1954, was it not? 

Mr. Trnstey. I don’t remember, sir. There were so many dates in 
there that had to do with the Commission, as you look back on them, 
lam not very good at recalling. We had to have this filed by this date; 
we got this decision by this date; and this filed—it was always 20 days, 
30 days, 90 days—— 

Mr. MacIntyre. According to information before us, that decision 
was October 1, 1954. 

Mr. Trystry. Well, I am sure you would know. I would not, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You are unable to recall now that this occasion of 
Commissioner Lee, dining at your home was just prior to that decision ? 

Mr. Trnstery. No, sir, I don’t remember when it was. 
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Mr. MacIntyre. You are acquainted with the fact that Mr. Lee 
voted for you in giving you that decision ? 

Mr. Trnstry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. He and the other two Republican members of the 
Commission ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. And the two Democratic members voted against 
you 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And in favor of the local resident in Peters- 
burg 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. Who was an applicant. 

Mr. Trnstxy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCutiocn. Was the local resident an Eisenhower-for-Presi- 
dent leader ¢ 

Mr. Trnstry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. He had not organized the State as you had, though, 
had he? 

Mr. Tixstry.’ No. But he was supporting Eisenhower for Presi- 
dent and was quite active in so doing. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Well, during the pendency of your application at 
the FCC and before the occasion of this visit to your home by Commis- 
sioner Lee, didn’t you make statements to others interested in this 
matter that you had political influence in Washington ? 

Mr. Trnstry. No, sir. 


Mr. MacInryre. Are you certain of that, Mr. Tinsley ? 
Mr. Trnstry. I have none. 
Mr. MacIntyre. Well, whether you have or not, did you make the 


. 


statement that you did have? 

Mr. Tinstey. I certainly don’t recall it, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. Is it just a failure of recollection on it? 

Mr. Tinstry. No, sir. I just don’t think that I did. 

Mr. MacInryre. Well, are you absolutely certain that you did not? 

Mr. Trnstey. I couldn’t be absolutely certain of anything that I 
said 2 years ago, hardly, sir. I mean, 7 eke recall mostly your phil- 
osophy back of things and what you do, but I couldn’t say that 2 years 
ago I didn’t say something, because—but I don’t think I did. I don’t 
have any pull, and I don’t see why I would be talking about something 
that I didn’t have or don’t have. I am just—I am a businessman. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Well, prior to this date that you were awarded this 
particular grant by the FCC, namely, October 1, 1954, you were quite 
compilers that you were going to get that particular grant, were you 
not 

Mr. Trnstry. Very definitely, because we had a far superior appli- 
cation. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You were so confident that in fact you discussed 
with representatives of the General Electric Co. the matter of furnish- 
ing or Sages with them about facilities for that particular 
station ? : 

Mr. TrnstEy. Well, as far as that is concerned, sir, we talked to—we 
had to get—before we applied for a license, we had to specify what 
type of equipment we were going to use when, as and if we got a grant, 
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and we talked to any number of equipment manufacturers, sir, and 

ot their prices. We had to get a firm price from them so that the 
Sninlasises would know definitely if they gave us a grant that the 
manufacturers would deliver the equipment to us, 

Mr. MacIntyre. Did you talk this matter over with Commissioner 
Doerfer at the FCC? Did you talk with him about this particular 
matter, this application of yours? 

Mr. Trnstry. No, sir. The only thing that I have ever said to 
Commissioner Doerfer or any of the other Cenmmiatianaes is that when- 
ever I would see anybody I would say, “When are you going to get 
this processing line moving so that we can get some grants out?” 
And I have said that, sir, to every Commissioner that I have had the 
pleasure of talking to whenever I have seen them, because I was in- 
terested in knowing the timetable, if they couldn’t get things moving 
a little faster so that we could get some grants out and know whether 
we were going to get it or whether we didn’t get it. But I wasn’t the 
only one that always asked Commissioners when they were going to 
get something. I recall reading in the papers that Senator Magnuson 
kept asking them, “When are you boys going to come out with some 
new grants?” ' 

Mr. Macintyre. Well, prior to this grant to you of October 1, 
1954, by the FCC, do you recall having a conversation with a man by 
the name of Frank Stearns, connected with the Associated Press, and 
telling him that you had political influence? 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir. 

Mr. MacIwrrns. Do you recall a conversation with him about this 
matter ? 

Mr. Trnstxry. I have talked to Frank Stearns, and I have never, to 
my best recollection—I have never told anybody that I had political 
influence, because I haven’t. If you could see some of the articles in 
the paper in Baltimore, it will show you that I haven’t even political 
influence in Baltimore. 

As I said, that article came out about Johnny-come-lately. In other 
words, I was an amateur there, and the professionals were the ones 
that had the political influence. I had nothing. 

As a matter of fact, 1 wasn’t too popular a guy with a lot of the pro- 
fessional politicians. 

Mr. MacIntyre. When this application was first filed by you for 
this grant, and you knew that a local resident in Petersburg, Va., had 
also filed an application for a grant, didn’t you issue instructions to 
a director of yours by the name of Clifford Miller to try to join up 
with this local Petersburg, Va., man and get him into an organization 
with you? 

Mr. Trnstxzy. No, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You never heard about any such move being made 
on your behalf there? 

Mr. Trnstey. There were a lot of moves made to try to get the 
groups together. We had an approach made by the opposing grou 
through our attorney, Mr. Plotkin, to get together. The group that r 


was associated with and the opposing group did meet and discussed 
the matter, but got nowhere. 1 never—— 

Mr. MacIntyre. That was for the pu of having that local 
man in Petersburg, who had made an application that you were op. 
posed to, join up with you and combine with you? 
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Mr. Trnstry. Yes, sir. That was for the purpose of combining. 
We were not able to get together, and at times after that I approached 
the opposition and asked them—now, wait a minute. We tried to get 
together at a meeting in Richmond that was instigated by their side 
through Harry Plotkin. That meeting failed. When that meeting 
failed, I don’t think we ever got together again. We didn’t. We 
never got together again, and no attempt was made to get together 
until after the grant had been made to our group. 

After the grant had been made to our group, we then talked to 
the opposing group and offered to give them a certain amount of 
money—lI have forgotten what it was—we offered 2 or 3 different 
amounts at 2 or 3 different times—and to—not to give them, but I 
mean to give them a certain amount Of money, and then we offered to 
sell them a certain amount of stock at a certain amount of money to 
take care of the expenses that they had had in trying to get the 
application. 

Nothing ever came of any of those because every time we tried to 
make an offer to get together with them, their idea of what the offer 
should be was so high that it just wasn’t practical. 

Mr. MacIntyre. In other words, they wanted a consolation prize 
that was out of your reach ? 

Mr. Tinstey. Yes,sir. They wanted morethanthat. They wanted 
control. After we had the license, they wanted control of the com- 
pany. Even after that they said, in order to get together, they wanted 
to have control of the company. 

Mr. Yates. Did all this occur after or before the license was 
granted ¢ 

Mr. Trxstey. Both times, sir. We talked to them before and they 
wanted control of the company; we talked to them afterward, after 
we already had the license granted to us, and we said, “Gentlemen, 
let’s try to get this thing off. We will give you”—I have forgotten 
what the amount of money was. I think the last offer was $20,000 
or $20,000 worth of stock. “We will give you some stock in the com- 
pany to take care of your expenses.” 

They had certain definite expenses. And they just said that if they 
were interested in anything, they wouldn’t be interested in that; that 
was just chicken feed; that what they wanted was control, and if we 
offered them control of the company, that would be something to 
talk about. 

Fell, after we had a license, it didn’t look like it made—— 

Mr. MacInryre interposing). Control was what they were really 
seeking in their application to the FCC? 

Mr. Trnstey. That is right. 

Mr. MacInryre. And which they had lost ? 

Mr. Trnstry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. And which was still in litigation in the court 
when you talked to them the last time about it ¢ 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. The group down there—you see, they had 
a local group and we had a local group. WXEX is controlled by 
local people in Petersburg. I am not—or none of my interests are 
the controlling stockholders. It is a question of two local groups com- 
peting for the same channel. The local group in Petersburg on the 
opposition side, they were one group, and then we had about 40 or 
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50 people in our group who were local, who controlled our WXEX. 
So it was really two local groups trying to get the same thing. 

Mr. MacInryre. Is your testimony, Mr. Tinsley, that there was a 
finding by the FCC that you and your interests were local in Peters- 
burg when they granted you this grant, that they actually found that 
as a fact on the record in that case? 

Mr. Tinstey. I don’t know. But it is in the record 

Mr. MacInryre. It is your contention now that you are local in 
Petersburg. But are you prepared to testify that the FCC so found 
as a fact? That was one of the facts that was found, as to who were 
local and who were not? 

Mr. McCutxiocu. Mr. Chairman, the record would speak better 
than the witness can speak on that matter. If it is essential in the 
case—— 

Mr. Evrns. I think he can testify. 

Mr. McCuttocu. I think the record should speak. 

Mr. Yates. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evrns. Mr. Yates. 

Mr. Yates. I wanted to ask one question to clarify the situation in 
my own mind. 

You stated that there were court proceedings that were involved 
here. You stated also that after the license had been given to you 
an attempt was made at settlement. What was the nature of the 
court proceeding that had been filed ? 

Mr. Trnstxy. The Federal Communications Commission, sir, 
granted us a license, and then they appealed that to the Court of 
Appeals in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Yares. I see. 

Mr. Trnstey. At that time we had not gotten a favorable decision 
from the Court of Appeals in the District of Columbia. Since that 
time the District of Columbia court gave us a unanimous decision. 

Mr. McCutxocu. And that litigation ended there? 

Mr. Tivstey. That litigation ended there, and the opposition is now 
seeking a writ of certiorari to appeal to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

Mr. Evins. The initial charge was based on the allegation of a lack 
of local interest. But now you have local interest with your company ; 
is that correct? 


Mr. Trnstey. There was always local interest in the company, sir; 
from the very beginning the local — controlled the company. 


When I went to Petersburg and st talking to a group, I said, 
“You people can have control of the company,” and the Petersbu 
people have always had control of the station, and the record, sir, wi 
so show. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Do you have 41 percent of the stock? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir, 41 percent of the voting stock. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And how much does Mr. Abeloff have? 

Mr. Trystey. I guess he has—I am not sure it is 41. Somewhere 
around there. He has about 5 percent, something like that, isn’t it? 

Mr. Aserorr. Yes. ‘ 

Mr. Meal route. So the two of you have 46 percent or there- 
abouts # 

Mr. Trnsuey. Yes. And Mr. Abeloff, sir, is a resident of Peters- 
burg. 
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Mr. MacIntyre. Now, in your political activities in the State of 
Maryland you became associated with a man by the name of David 
Laumpheimer ? 

Mr. Trnstey. It seems to me I did, sir, but I am not sure. There 
are two things I don’t remember well. One is names and the other 
one is faces. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Such correspondence or communications that you 
had with him dealing with any of your matters out there, you have 
submitted in the documents you submitted this morning? 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. In other words, any correspondence that you had 
with him concerning matters down at the FCC, you have not sub- 
mitted here this morning ? 

Mr. Trystey. I never had any letters with him down at the FCC 
as far as I know, sir. I don’t recollect him. 

Mr. MacInryre. You do not recollect the communications with 
him, oral, telephone, or telegraph ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Does Mr. Laumpheimer live in Prince Georges 
County or somewhere? 

Mr. McCutiocn. He might identify the gentleman. 

Mr. MacIntyre. According to the information that is available to 
the committee staff, he is a prominent Republican in Baltimore and 
a close associate of Governor McKeldin, and prominent in Repub- 
lican campaigns in Baltimore for many years, and yet you as a politi- 
cal leader out there do not seem to know him now. 

Mr. Trnstey. I know very few of those professional politicians, 
sir. I don’t say I don’t know the man, because I may. 

As you know, when you get in politics you meet thousands of people, 
and I am of the definite impression, however, that I did not write 
any letter or have anything to do with trying to get him on the Fed- 
eral Communications Commission, or anything to do with it as far 
as I know. 

Now, I don’t say I didn’t—— 

Mr. MacInryre. Or asking him to try to get you on the FCC? 
Didn’t you seek a seat on there yourself? 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You did not ask him to help you or help anyone 
that you wanted to get on there? 

Mr. Tinstey. No, sir. I have never had the slightest interest in get- 
ting inthe FCC. If somebody offered me the chairmanship of it today, 
I would say, “Thank you, gentlemen. I am very grateful : for it, but I 
have no interest in the world.” And I never have had. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And it is your positive testimony that—well, let 
us use “affirmative testimony”—that you made no move to have anyone 
appointed to the FCC ? 

Mr. Tinstey. No, I don’t—— 

_ Mr. MacIntyre. Since 1952? 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir. I don’t recall. As a matter of fact, Mr. 
Iaumpheimer, I don’t even recall him, but that doesn’t mean I didn’t 
write him a half-dozen letters and I didn’t talk to him. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Did you talk to Mr. J. Paul Marshall, an attorney 
in Baltimore ? 

Mr. Trnstey. I did; yes, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. About the FCC? 
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Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. Relate to us what you did tell him. 

Mr. Trnstry. I talked to Mr. Marshall about the FCC. At that time 
there were two names—well, any number of names, but there were sev- 
eral candidates suggested for the FCC. Mr. Marshall was one. A man 
named Garland from the Middle West was another, and there were any 
number of things. I talked to Mr. Marshall several times about it, and 
he seemed to have a mild interest in securing a job with the FCC. I 
never talked to anybody at the FCC about getting him a job, nor did I 
at any time that I can recall ever write a letter to anybody at the FCC 
about getting him a job. 

I am trying to be specific, but as I said, sir, in and after a campaign, 
as you gentlemen know, you write so many letters and you talk to so 
many people that you can’t remember everything. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Tinsley, did Mr. Marshall seek you out for support 
or did you seek him out to assist him ? 

Mr. Trnstry. I don’t remember, sir. It was three-odd years ago, and 
I just don’t remember. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Didn’t you—you knew Mr. Marshall as the head 
of the Maryland Young Republicans? 

Mr. Tinstry. I knew he had a political office, yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. You stated that he had evidenced a mild interest in the 
matter. If he was interested in the place himself, he would probably 
have demonstrated a strong interest. That was the reason for my ques- 
tion. Yousaid that he indicated only a mild interest. That prompted 
me to inquire as to whether you sought to assist him. 

Mr. Trnstey. I think that Mr. Marshall did have—what I meant by 
a mild interest, sir, I don’t think it was something that if he hadn’t 
gotten would have made a tremendous amount of difference to him. I 
talked to him several times, and it never reached where it looked to me 
that he was taking it seriously enough or anybody else was taking it 
seriously enough to cause him any particular concern one way or the 
other. 

Mr. MacIntyre. But you were interested in seeing him go on the 
FCC? 

Mr. Tinstry. I would have been interested in seeing him get a job at 
the FCC if there had been any openings, but I did nothing in the 
world—no one called any openings to my attention. I knew nothing 
about it, and I didn’t speak to anyone about it. 

Mr. MacIntyre. He has been friendly with you and had been before 
you discussed this with him ? 

Mr. Trnstey. I don’t remember, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Did you talk to General Purnell about this? 

Mr. Trvstey. No, sir. 

Mr. McCutxocu. Who is General Purnell? 

Mr. MacInryre. He was general chairman of the arrangements for 
the Dwight D. Eisenhower visit to Baltimore of September 25, 1952, 
a prominent leader of the party out there. 

You did not talk to him about Mr. Marshall? 

Mr. Trinstry. No, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Did you talk to Mrs. Willard Rouse about him ¢ 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir, I did not. ae ae 


Mr. MacIntyre. .Do you know. her? 
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Mr. Tinstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Tinsley 

Mr. McCutxocn. Just a moment, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Evins. Let me ask the question, and then we will let the gentle- 
man from Ohio ask a question. 

You stated that you did not talk to anyone at the FCC about possible 
appointments. Did you talk to anyone at the White House about a 
possible appointment ? 

Mr. TinsLey. You do me great honor and flatter me, sir. No, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. McCulloch. 

Mr. McCuttocn. Mr. Chairman, I would be pleased if these people 
who are inquired about were identified in each instance, because they 
are strangers to me. 

Mr. Evins. Counsel will identify the parties he inquires about. 

Mr. McCutiocn. This last lady? 

Mr. MacInryre. The lady, Mrs. Willard Rouse, according to in- 
formation before us, was general vice chairman of the arrangements 
for the Dwight D. Eisenhower visit to Baltimore on September 25, 
1952. 

Mr. Trnstry. Yes, sir. I might add here that I was preconvention 
Maryland State chairman of the Citizens for Eisenhower. I was not 
State chairman of the Citizens for Eisenhower after the convention. 

Mr. MacInrryre. In other words, the regulars had taken over by 
that time? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And you as an amateur had stepped out ? 

Mr. Tinstey. No. Theregulars had not taken over. The amateurs 
were still in there, but not very strong. 

Mr. Evins. What happened to the letter that you sent out that was 
referred to earlier, Mr. Tinsley? Did they cause you to withdraw it? 

Mr. Trnstey. No,sir. The letter—was the letter withdrawn ? 

Mr. Evins. Yes. You sent out letters, as I understand your testi- 
mony, calling for people to come to you for patronage jobs. What 
resulted from that letter? 

Mr. Trnstey. A lot of people came and none of them got anything. 
The regulars took over. 

— MacIntyre. But that letter purported to be from your organiza- 
tion 

Mr. Trnstey. Well, the man that wrote the letter is with our or- 
ganization, and he happened to have worked for Eisenhower. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Under your direction ? 

Mr. Trvstry. I suppose so. But he does not work very much under 
anyone’s direction. 

Mr. Eyrns. Could it be said accurately that the regulars got the 
jobs and you got the grants of the franchises ? 

Mr. TrnstEy. No. The regulars got the jobs, and I got all the 
headaches of going in when the regulars wouldn’t go in, and I got 
nothing. I was just—the regulars don’t need the amateurs, sir, after 
the—- 

Mr. Evins. You did get what you asked for in this franchise, 
although the matter is still pending in the court? 

Mr. Trnstey. There is no relationship between the two. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Yates? 


80630—56—pts. 3-5-——-6 





764 FEDERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 


Mr. Yates. Did you talk to anybody at the White House in con- 
nection with the grant of the franchise? 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir. ; 

Mr. Yares. Do you know whether anybody on the Commission 
talked to anybody at the White House in connection with the grant 
of the franchise? 

Mr. Trnstxy. I don’t know, but I don’t imagine they did. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You do not know whether they did or not? 

Mr. Trnstey. I have no knowled 

Mr. MacIntyre. Did you ever have any conversations with any 
members of the Commission in any but official proceedings relative 
to the grant of the franchise? 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Well, you testified earlier that you had one of the Com- 
missioners to your home for dinner. I would say that that would be 
outside of official proceedings; would it not? 

Mr. Yares. That was not exactly my question, Mr. Chairman. My 
question was whether he had ever talked to any of the Commissioners 
relevant to it. 

I assume your answer meant that you did not talk to Mr. Lee when 
he was a guest at your house about the franchise? 

Mr. Trnstey. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Yates. And you are now telling the committee that at that 
time you did not talk to Mr. Lee or at any other time you did not talk 
to any other members of the Commission relative to the grant of the 
franchise apart from official proceedings—— 

Mr. Trnstey. That is right. 

Mr. Yares. Making your request in official proceedings ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. You did testify earlier that you had on several occa- 
sions spoken to a number of the Commissioners about expediting their 
proceedings ¢ 

Mr. Tinstey. Yes, sir. Any time that I would see them, for exam- 
ple, at the FCC attorneys—the FCC Bar Association banquet—you 
would meet them there. Then you would meet them out at Howard 
Lohnes’ farm when they had a meeting out there once a year. And 
then I am on a committee that has to do with trying to cut out rec- 
ords, which is a committee composed of Government, the FCC, and 
the broadcasting industry, to try to cut records out and cut the ex- 
pense down of Government, and when that would meet, I would see 
them, or anywhere that I would see them, as I said, I just asked any- 
body as to, “When are you going to get this process line moving? 
Can’t you get it moving a little faster?” And I asked everybody that. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Multer. 

Mr. McCulloch, do you wish to ask questions? 

Mr. McCuttocn. No, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Multer is a member of the Committee on Small 
Business, but not a member of this particular subcommittee, but he 
has been invited, as have all the members, to participate. 

Mr. Mutrer. How much money did you raise for the Republican 
campaign in 1952? 

Mr. Trnstey. I didn’t raise very much, sir. I would guess some- 
where in the neighborhood of—I am just guessing—$10,000. 
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Mr. Muurer. How much did you and members of your family 
contribute? 

Mr. Trnstey. As I recall, I contributed about $3,000, I think, and 
I think my mother contributed about $3,000. 

Mr. Muurer. Did any other members of your family, either blood 
relatives or in-laws, aah any other contributions ? 

Mr. Trnstxy. No, sir. 

Mr. Mutter. Your mother’s contribution was made through you? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir; yes, because I at that time had to have 
money to support the Citizens for Eisenhower, and my mother made a 
contribution to help support it, and I made a contribution. 

Mr. Moutrer. You, I think, used the expression that you offered 
some money to get this thing off. I think I am quoting your exact 
words. 

Mr. Trvstey. I beg your pardon, sir? 

Mr. Mouurer. You said you offered some money to your other peo- 
ple, your opposition, to get this thing off. 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mourer. I think that is the expression you used a few moments 
ago. 

oor. Trnstzy. To get it going, I probably meant, sir. 

Mr. Muurer. You offered money to the opposition to get it going? 

Mr. Trnstey. Well, it was this: We went to the opposition, and 
they came to us at first, and then after they came to us, a year or so 
later, it may have been, we went to them and said, “Gentlemen, we 
have a grant. We would like to build because we feel that the grant 
has been given down here and the public down here deserves to have 
a television station. So in the public interest we would like to build. 
Now, we realize that you had some expenses in trying to get the 
application, and we are willing to compensate you for your expenses.” 

We asked them how much they were. ‘And they told us approxi- 
mately. I don’t remember what the figure was. And we said that 
we would compensate them for the expenses or a substantial amount 
of the expenses. 

They said, no, that they were not interested. 

Then I said, “Well, now, what would be of interest?” 

And they said, “The only thing that would be of interest would be 
something where we had control of the company.” 

Then we went back again after them and asked them. The next 
time we said, “Well, we will give you some money for your expenses 
and some stock.” And it was a substantial amount of both, to com- 
pensate them for their expenses or a substantial part of their expenses. 
I don’t remember which it was. And they said, no, that they were 
not interested. 

And I said, again, “Well, what would interest you?” And I got 
the same idea. it would have to be more than 50 percent of the stock. 

So we just never got anywhere. 

Mr. Mutter. Now, will you give us the names of the “they” you 
were dealing with? 

Mr. Trnstry. Mr. Peterson was the sole man that I dealt with in 
the last few interviews. I wasn’t by myself. I was with Mr. Abeloff 
and Mr. Beck. I may have been by myself once in an interview with 
Mr. Peterson. I am not sure. But I know the other times—and in 
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the first meeting that was called by Mr. Peterson to attempt to get 
eer at that meeting there were his attorney and our attorney 
an 

Mr. Mutter. Is this before the grant ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mutter. And that was with Mr. Peterson, too? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mutter. And is this the time when Mr. Peterson came to you? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir; this is the time he came. 

Mr. Mouurer. What was Mr. Peterson’s offer ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Mr. Peterson wanted to have, as I recall it—Mr. 
Plotkin was there, this gentleman here—as I recall it, he wanted con- 
trol, and we said we wouldn’t give him control, and he wasn’t 
interested in a 50-50 basis or anything less than control, and we just 
never got anywhere. 

Mr. Mutrer. All right. At that time you both had applications 
pending ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir; we either had them pending or they were 
pretty close to pending. 

Mr. Mutter. There had been no decisions either way, either by 
examiners or by commissioners at that time? 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir; no decisions. 

Mr. Mutter. Now, then, when you went to Mr. Peterson, after that 
you already had the Commission’s decision granting the franchise 
to you? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. : 

Mr. Mouturer. And at that time your offer was to pay $20,000 in 
cash and give them some stock ? 

Mr. Trnstey. I think that was one of the offers. It was substan- 
tially that, sir. But there were several we made. 

Mr. Mvtrer. What percentage of the stock was offered to them? 

Mr. Trnstey. A very small percentage. Idon’tremember. Maybe 
we offered them—it might have been $20,000 worth of stock at the 
last offer. There were a number of informal offers that Mr. Peterson 
said that he would take up with his board, and I asked if he would 
take it up with his stockholders, and I understand he never did take it 
up with his stockholders. I may be mistaken, but at least that is 
what I understood. The thing we were trying to do was to get 
Mr. Peterson to take these offers up with the stockholders. He was 
representing—we were talking to him all the time, and it was our 
feeling—I don’t know if it is right or not—it is our feeling the stock- 
holders never had the opportunity of passing on anything. 

Mr. weg At one time you offered $20,000 in cash and $20,000 
in stock ¢ 

Mr. Tinstey. No, sir. I think it was probably $20,000 in cash— 
maybe that was one offer—and maybe the next offer was $20,000 in 
stock, or it might have been $20,000 in stock and a small amount of 
cash. I just don’t remember. 

Mr. Mutrer. You do not know how much cash was offered at the 
same time as the stock? 

Mr. Trystey. It wouldn’t have been much cash, if anything. It 
would have been less than $20,000 in cash. 

Mr. Mutrer. Will you give us some idea of how much less? 
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Mr. Trnstxy. If it was anything, I guess probably we offered them 
$10,000, maybe, in cash, and maybe $20,000 in stock. That is just a 
guess. 

Mr. Mutter. Twenty thousand dollars in stock 

Mr. Trnstey. Mr. Abeloff will probably know more about that than 
I would. 

Mr. Mutter. But you both attended conferences with Mr. Peterson 
in which these offers were made ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes. 

Mr. Mutter. What is the total capital issue? In other words, what 
did $20,000 of stock bear to the whole issue? What percentage ? 

Mr. Trnstey. There was about, roughly, around $650,000 worth of 
stock issued, sir. 

Mr. Muurer. All common stock ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mouurer. And all voting? 

Mr. Tinstey. No, sir; it was about $450,000 voting and about $200,- 
000 nonvoting. 

Mr. Mutter. And was the $20,000 in stock voting stock or nonvoting 
stock that was offered by you? 

Mr. Tinstey. The nonvoting stock, sir. 

Mr. Mutter. Now, as I understand it, the offer that was made to Mr. 
Peterson was being made to him on behalf of his group? 

Mr. Trnstey. On behalf of his stockholders, sir. 

Mr. Mouurer. And what were he and his stockholders to do in ex- 
change for that money and stock if they accepted ? 

Mr. Tinstxy. The only thing that they were to do in exchange for 
that was to combine with us and to consolidate with us, combine with 
us, and to stop whatever difficulties we were having. 

Mr. Mourer. And either withdraw their application for the fran- 
chise or consent to the granting of your application ¢ 

Mr. Trnstrey. Well, yes. At the end we already had a grant. 

Mr. Muturer. Then they would agree not to contest your right? 

Mr. Trnstey. Not to contest it in court, which he did. 

Mr. Muurer. Was this offer made before they actually took the mat- 
ter to court? 

Mr. Trnstey. I don’t know, sir. I know we made the offer while it 
was in court, and I think we made it 

Mr. Mutter. At the time of the grant by the Commission or ai the 
time it went to court, you do not know what the offer was? 

Mr. Trystey. I don’t know, sir. There were only 20 or 30 days 
in between there. 

Mr. Moutrer. Thank you. 

Mr. Evrns. You made offers to the opposing group prior to the 
granting of the application, and then after it was granted and the 
matter got in court, you made additional offers? 

Mr. Trnstxy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Is it correct to state that while a local group had an ap- 
plication pending and you were seeking an application, that you then 
brought in some local people? ’ 

Mr. Trnstzy. No, sir. The original application as filed by us had 
the local group in it controlling WXEX. The local group started 
with—our local group started from the very beginning. Mr, Peterson 
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had a local group of about 30 people. We had a local group of about 
40 people. Those local 40 people controlled the station from the very 
minute the application was filed. 

Mr. Evrns. In other words, there were two local groups interested 
in this matter, but the people from Baltimore ail the Eisenhower 
a move in, and they get the grant, and that resolved the 
difficulty between the two local groups? 

Mr. Trnstxy. No, sir. The way it was, Mr. Peterson wanted the 
application himself, and when we came in with a local group he had to 
expand his application and increase it from just wanting it himself to 
wanting it for a group. A group of local people tried to go in with 
Mr. Peterson before we brought in a local group, and Mr. Peterson 
refused to take them in with him. He said that he was going to go in 
the thing alone; there was no reason to take anybody else in Petersburg 
in. He was going to own the whole thing. And then when we put our 
application in he saw that there was a large local group in that appli- 
cation. He then went out overnight and got himself a large local 
group so as, I suppose, to match our local group, which we had started 
with. And we contended that Mr. Peterson wasn’t even a resident of 
Petersburg, because Mr. Peterson filed two applications before the 
Federal Communications Commission, one for a television station in 
Norfolk, Va., and another one for a television station in Petersburg, 
Va., and in Mr. Peterson’s application in Norfolk, he gave his home 
address as Virginia Beach, which is right near Norfolk, and in his 
application for Petersburg, he gave his home address as Petersburg. 

Mr. McCutiocn. By the way, where was he born ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Some other place. 

Mr. McCuttocnu. Where did he go to school ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Some other place. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. McCuttocx. What is his voting residence ? 

Mr. Trystey. I don’t know that. AI I know is that he wasn’t born 
in Petersburg. He has been there, I think, about 10 years. I think 
that is fairly accurate. He has been in Petersburg about 10 years. 
He owns a house in Virginia Beach. He spends most of his time in 
Virginia Beach, and he had told people before these applications were 
filed—he had told people he was going to move to Virginia Beach to 
live. And then it looked like he was confirming what he was doing, 
because on his application for a television station in Norfolk, he gave 
his permanent staves as Virginia Beach. 

bn McCutiocn. And all these matters are of record before the 
FCC? 

Mr. Trnstey. All these matters are of record. We called attention 
to it in the record. 

Mr. Mutter. How far is Virginia Beach from Petersburg ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Virginia Beach is roughly, I guess, 75 miles, sir. 
Norfolk is approximately 50 or 75 miles from Petersburg, and Vir- 
ginia Beach is about 10 miles from Norfolk. 

Mr. Motrer. On the score of residence, schooling, birth and voting 
residence, you and Mr. Peterson were even? You were not a Vir- 
ginian, either, by birth, schooling, or voting residence ? 

Mr. Trnstry. Well, I had a little bit on him, because my father and 
eee came from Richmond, and I have 21 first cousins in 

ichmond. 

Mr. Mutter. I guess that puts you at an advantage. 
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Mr. McCutxocu. I did not understand that you claimed to be a 
resident of Petersburg at any time. 

Mr. Trnstey. I did not, sir. 

Mr. Murer. Whose application was in first ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Our application was in first, sir. 

Mr. Mutter. Why did you pick Petersburg ? 

Mr. Trnstxry. Well, I had a radio station, sir, in Richmond, Va., 
and I realized that Richmond and Petersburg were in effect one 
market, because a station located in Petersburg could not support 
itself unless it got business out of Richmond. And so no matter where 
you applied for the station, you would in effect have to be an area 
station serving the two markets. 

As it so turned out, we were right, because 95 percent of our busi- 
ness comes out of places other than Petersburg. Only 5 percent of our 
business comes out of Petersburg, and 95 percent comes out of other 

laces. 

m So realizing that, we put an application in to serve the whole area— 
it is a aa powerful station—to serve the area, and to have as our 
primary p ace to serve, Petersburg. Petersburg was always primary 
with us, but we also said that we were not going to neglect the rest 
of the area. 

Our opposition, on the other hand, said that, “Well, I have got a 
circle that I cover, but I am only going to serve the southern half of 
that circle,” and the Commission very rightly took the attitude that, 
“Gentlemen, the good Lord made the signal go out in a circle, and 
you ought to serve the whole area; you ought to cater to the whole 


area that your "io goes to.” 


Mr. Mutter. There is no way of limiting your signal? 

Mr. Trnstey. You can’t chop it off here. 

Mr. Motter. It is part of the service ? 

Mr. Trystey. That is right. He said that he was only going to 
serve the southern half of the area, and he made no bones about it. 
That was his—— 

Mr. Muurer. Well, there is a difference as to what you mean by 
“service.” You have a service to your listeners, but then your business 
comes from your advertisers, your sponsors, 

Mr. Trnstry. He said something to the effect that he was not going 
to sell any business in Richmond except after he had taken care of 
everybody in Petersburg. Well, that would not be hard, because 
only 5 percent of the business comes out of Petersburg, but his whole 
theory was that, “We are only going to serve the southern half of 
this circle.” And that is in the record to that effect. And that was 
the main reason, his bad philosophy, why he lost the case. 

There were other reasons, too. He said that he was going to have 
a very inferior farm program. We were broadcasting an experi- 
mental farm program where we had our experimental farm, and had 
been broadcasting it on radio, and were putting it on television. 

He said he was going to have three cameras. And we know you 
have to do rehearsals. So that means you have to have four cameras. 
He said he was going to have three cameras. 

He said he could run the station with 40 people. We know you 
could not. We said it was going to take us 60. And that is what 
we have now. 
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We said we are going to operate 24 hours a day, and he said we were 
kidding. We are operating 24 hours a day. We are the only station 
in America operating 24 hours a day. 

He said he didn’t need a remote-control truck. We said that we 
were going to have a remote-control truck where we could do pro- 
grams from churches. Richmond is the capital of the State. We 
wanted to go up to Richmond and put the Governor on and the mayor 
and all the people up there. It is the capital of the State. He said 
he had no remote-control truck. 

So our application was so superior in every respect that the result 
was inevitable. 

Mr. Mutter. How long prior to your filing of this application had 
you or your group controlled any other radio or television facilities? 

Mr. Trnstey. We had never controlled any television facility, sir, 
except this WXEX. We had a construction permit for a UHF sta- 
tion in Baltimore, which we never built. We had radio properties, 
however. We have a radio station in Richmond—— 

Mr. Mutter. How long had you had that prior to the application ? 

Mr. Tinstey. The Richmond radio station started in 1945, and the 
application was filed in 1953. 

Mr. Prorxrin. Television, 1953. 

Mr. Trnstey. I mean, the television station was filed in 1953. We 
had a radio station in Baltimore—we opened one up in Baltimore in 
1941, and we opened one up in Richmond in 1945, and filed the appli- 
cation in 1953 for the television. 

Mr. Mourer. Had Mr. Peterson or his group any radio facilities or 
television facilities prior to their filing this application ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes,sir. Mr. Peterson had a radio station in Norfolk, 
Va., and a radio station in Petersburg, Va. 

Mr. Mutter. Do you know how long he had been operating those 
prior to his filing ? 

Mr. Tinstxy. | guess around 5 or 6 years. 

Mr. Mutter. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Any further questions, Mr. McCulloch ? 

Mr. McCutiocna. Yes; just 2 or 3. 

Now, Mr. Tinsley, Mr. Abeloff is your chief counsel ? 

Mr. Trnstey. No, sir. Mr. Abeloff is the general manager, vice 
president and general manager, of the Petersburg television station 
and is supervisor of the Richmond radio station. : 

Mr. McCutxocu. Is he a member of the bar? 

Mr. Trystey. No,sir. Mr. Harry Plotkin hereis our attorney. He 
is a member of the bar. 

Mr. McCunzocn. He is your chief counsel ? 

Mr. Trstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCuiiocu. How long has he been your chief counsel ? 

Mr. Tinstey. Since about 1952, around there, I would guess, sir. 

Mr. McCu.tocn. Mr. Plotkin, you are listed as an attorney for the 
Committee for Hometown Television which was represented by Mr. 
Merryman here yesterday. 

Mr. PiotKrn. That is correct; yes. 

Mr. McCutiocu. How long have you been counsel; first, for Mr. 
Tinsley and his group? 
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Mr. Prorxrn. We have represented Mr. Tinsley in connection with 
his radio operation in Baltimore since about, well, prior to 1951 when 
I joined the firm, and I think even before that in Baltimore. 

Mr. McCuttocu. And how long have you represented Mr. Merry- 
man ¢ 

Mr. Prorxin. Excuse me. I had not completed with Mr. Tinsley. 

Mr. McCuttocu. I am sorry. 

Mr. Prorxrn. With respect to the Petersburg application, it was 
a late in 1952 or early 1953 that we started representing him 
there. 

We have been representing Mr. Merryman since the inception of 
the organization, which was sometime this summer. We represent 
Mr. Merryman as the Committee on Hometown Television. We do not 
ae him in an individual capacity. 

Mr. McCuttocu. And how long have you been representing the 
Committee for Hometown Television ? 

Mr. Piorxrn. Since its inception this summer. 

Mr. McCutziocn. Pardon me? 

Mr. Prorkrn. Since its beginning this summer. It started this 
summer ? 

Mr. McCuttocu. 1955? 

Mr. Prorxtn. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. MacIntyre? 

Mr. MacIntyre. How long has Mr. Abeloff been working for you 
in connection with your radio broadcasting operations, Mr. Tinsley ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Since 1945, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. He has been hired by you since 1945? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And he is one of the stockholders in this new 
organization that got this grant? 

fr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And your and his stockholdings constitute about 46 
percent ? 

Mr. Tinstey. Somewhere around there; yes, sir. 

Mr. araCnnt ee Re And he has additional information concerning the 
others ? 

Mr. Trnstry. Yes, sir. He has what, sir? 

Mr. MacIntyre. He has some information that he can give us con- 
cerning the other stockholders? 

Mr. Tinstry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. I believe that is all. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Tinsley, you provide equally fair radio time to both 
political parties with your radio and television stations? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. We bend over backward. We will give 
anybody anything. 

I mean that honestly. It is not that we try to be fair. We just 
believe that way. : 

Mr. Evins. Well, that is mighty fine. Icommend youinthat. But 
you apparently did use your influence in a very partisan way at one 
time. But you indicate you are not doing that now? 

Mr. Tinstxy. We never did, sir. We never used our influence. 

Mr. Evtns. I would submit that your testimony and your actions 
show to the contrary, as we have heard today. 
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Mr. Prorxr. Mr. Chairman, I think there is an ambiguity in the 
record. When you say, “You have used your influence,” you mean 
in a personal capacity, or are you talking about, in connection with 
the radio and television ? 

Mr. Evins. I think it is very closely interconnected. 

Mr. McCutzocu. Mr. Chairman, the way the record stands, I do 
not remember any testimony where this witness gave an unfair ad- 
vantage to any political party with respect to the use of time on his 
radio or television stations. All I remember is that he was individ- 
ually a leader in the Eisenhower-for-President movement prior to the 
convention and thereafter, which is a laudable undertaking. I think 
every good citizen should be interested in public affairs. And so long 
as he did not unfairly grant time on either his radio or television 
station or stations, I do not think that he is subject to any criticism 
whatsoever. 

Mr. Evrns. I think that Mr. Tinsley’s testimony will speak for 
itself. 

Mr. McCutxocu. I do, too, sir. 

Mr. Tirnstry. May I say this, sir? We are very happy—we have 
always given either party anything they have ever ded to d 

Mr. Muurer. May a Yankee interject something? You 2 gentle- 
men are talking about 2 parties. Is there not a third party there 
that is entitled to something ? 

Mr. Tinstey. We give it to third parties, too. We give anything 
to anybody, and we are happy to do it. 

Mr. Mutrer. And if I came down and wanted some time to talk 
on integration, would you give it to me, too? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. I would be happy to. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. MacIntyre. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Are you prepared to submit those papers now, Mr. 
Tinsley ? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Counsel may interrogate Mr. Abeloff. 

Thank you, Mr. Tinsley. 

Mr. Trnstey. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Prorxiy. Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Tinsley now excused ? 

Mr. Evins. Yes; he is excused. 

Mr. Abeloff, do you solemnly swear the testimony you are about to 
give before this subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Axexorr. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF IRVIN GOODES ABELOFF, PETERSBURG, VA. 


Mr. MacIntyre. Will you state your full name for the record, Mr. 
Abeloff. 

Mr. Asevorr. Irvin Goodes Abeloff. 

Mr. MacInryre. You heard Mr. Tinsley’s hestlentety that you are 
general manager of his Richmond broadcasting station ? 

Mr. Aserorr. No, sir; that is not correct. 

Mr. Macintyre. What is your wns 


Mr. Apnetorr. I am the vice president of the Petersburg Television 
Corp. and managing director of WXEX-TV, and I am vice president 
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of the Lee Broadcasting Corp., and managing director supervising the 
general manager of WLEE. 

Mr. MacInryre. WLEE is the Richmond station ? 

Mr. Apetorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And how long have you been manager of it ? 

Mr. Ane.orr. I was manager of it from 1945 to some time about a 
a year or So ago. 

Mr. MacInryre. What did you do prior to 1945? 

Mr. Asevorr. I was employed by WRVA in Richmond. 

Mr. MacInryre. In Richmond? 

Mr. Anerorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And you are a native of Richmond? 

Mr. Anevorr. No, sir; I was born in Massachusetts. 

Mr. MacInryre. Did you work for Mr. Tinsley in Baltimore at 
any time prior to going to Richmond ? 

Mr. Ang.orr. No, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You have worked for him since 1945? 

Mr. Apsevorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. And your stockholding in this new corporation 
with the Petersburg grant is about 5 percent ? 

Mr. Apevorr. Yes. sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. And Mr. Tinsley’s is 41? 

Mr. Anetorr. The Lee Corp.’s holdings are somewhere in the 
forties. 

Mr. MacIntyre. That makes it about 46 percent? 

Mr. Ase.vorr. Approximately. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Now, are there any others of the remaining stock- 
holders who are not residents of Virginia ? 

Mr. Anetorr. Who are not residents of Virginia? 

Mr. MacIntyre. That is right. 

Mr. Ane.orr. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Mr. MacInryre. All of them are residents of Virginia ? 

Mr. Anevorr. Yes, sir. . 

Mr. MacIntyre. What about Richmond? Are any of the others 
residents of Richmond? 

Mr. Anetorr. Originally, No. But there have been transfers be- 
tween stockholders who have sold whatever they had through brokers, 
and that has been acquired by I don’t know how many Richmond 
residents. 

Mr. MacIntyre. You are not prepared to testify here this morning 
whether or not Mr. Tinsley’s stockholding is taken into account and 
yours is taken into account, and the other stockholdings of residents 
of Richmond are taken into account, that the sum total of all will not 
exceed 50 percent ; you are not testifying on that ? 

Mr. Asetorr. No, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. In other words, neither you nor Mr. Tinsley know 
but what that is the fact? 

Mr. Anevorr. I am not sure I understand that last question. 

Mr. MacInryre. That is, neither of you is prepared to testify that 
such is not the fact this morning? 

Mr. Anevorr. Well, I can’t speak for Mr. Tinsley, but I can speak 
for myself; yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. That is, you do not know ? 
Mr. Anevorr. Do not know what? 
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Mr. MacInryre. Whether yours and Mr. Tinsley’s stockholdings 
added to the stockholdings of residents of Richmond exeed 50 percent? 

Mr. Apnerorr. I am prepared to say this, sir. The transfers are 
made without my knowledge. Eventually, I become informed because 
the transfer agent tells me so that I can fulfill the requirements of the 
FCC to report those transfers within 30 days. 

Mr. MacInryre. But you do not know whether, when all of those 
are taken together, they exceed 50 percent of the total outstanding 
voting stock ¢ 

Mr. Axsevorr. At this moment, I wouldn’t know who owns the 
stock ; no, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Now, you were subpenaed last week to produce the 
records of communications that were in your possession dealing with 
matters pending before the FCC. Have you brought those records 
before the committee this morning? 

Mr. Asevorr. I have brought the records, but just to be accurate, 
sir, I was subpenaed at about 11 o’clock on Monday morning of this 
week. 

Mr. MacIntyre. The reason that you couldn’t be served earlier you 
were not in Petersburg or Richmond ? 

Mr. Avevorr. I was in New York City. 

Mr. MacIntyre. In New York? 

Mr. Apetorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. During the weekend ? 

Mr. Asetorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And you were served as soon as you returned home 
Monday morning ? 

Mr. Asevorr. Monday morning; yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. The records you were asked to submit, you have 
with you, do you? 

Mr. Aseworr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And you are prepared to submit those to the com- 
mittee at this time? 

Mr. Azetorr. I have a letter similar to the one read by Mr. Tinsley. 
In essence, itisthesame. Shall I read it? 

Mr. Evrins. It will not be necessary. 

Mr. Asevorr. I do have one question I would like to ask, however. 

ry Piorkin. May the letters be copied into the record, as though 
read ? 

Mr. Evins. The letters may be copied into the record and the docu- 
ments received. 

(The letters are as follows:) 

Maken 21, 1956. 
Hon. Joe L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, 
Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sire: In response to your subpena duces tecum of March 14, 1956, there 
are produced and submitted the application and amended application of Peters- 
burg Television Corp., Petersburg, Va., for construction permit for a television 
station in Petersburg, Va., the pages of the said applications being numbered 
seriatim 1 through 371. 
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The various pleadings, briefs, transcripts of testimony, exhibits, and related 
hearing docyments pertaining to the above-mentioned applications are available 
to the committee from the files of the Federal Communications Commission in 
Docket No. 10737 and are therefore not included with these documents. 

Very truly yours, 
IRVIN G. ABELOFF, 
Vice President, Petersburg Television Corp. 


MARCH 21, 1956. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 


Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, 
Select Committee on Smail Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Str: In response to your subpena duces tecum of March 14, 1956, there 
are produced and submitted the enclosed documents covering the period Janu- 
ary 1, 1953, to date, relating to Lee Broadcasting Corp., Richmond, Va., num- 
bered 1 through 224. 

It is my understanding that the committee is not interested in obtaining that 
information which is strictly of an engineering nature and therefore engineering 
exhibits have been omitted. 

Very truly yours, 
IrnvIN G. ABELOFF, 
Vice President, Lee Broadcasting Corp. 


MArcH 21, 1956. 
Hon. Joe L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Srr: In response to your subpena duces tecum of March 14, 1956, there 
are produced and submitted the enclosed documents covering the period January 
1, 1953, to date, relating to Petersburg Television Corp., Petersburg, Va., num- 


bered 1 through 89, 89A through 89—-GG, 90, 91, 91A through 91-TT, 92 through 
96, 96A through 96-TT, and 97 through 111. 

It is my understanding that the committee is not interested in obtaining that 
information which is strictly of arf engineering nature and, therefore, engineer- 
ing exhibits have been omitted. 

Very truly yours, 


IrnvIN G. ABELOFF, 
Vice President, Petersburg Television Corp. 

Mr. Apevorr. May I ask a question, sir? 

Mr. Evins. You may. 

Mr. AseLorr, We were served, as you know, Monday. Some of 
these records are single copies only. ‘There is no other copy except 
what is in these env elopes. If it is possible, whether under supervision 
or otherwise, to have us make photostat copies here in Washington, 
or take them and have them made and brought back or something— 
there are documents in here that are single copies and it may hamper 
our business activities if we have no access to them. 

Mr. Evins. I think at the conference this afternoon that can be 
worked out with the staff. But I am sure the documents can be 
preserved, and the photostats made and the others returned. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Are there documents there containing communica- 
tions that you had with Mr. R. C. Embry, of Baltimore, concerning 
matters before or to come before the FCC ? 

Mr. Asevorr. I don’t recall correspondence with Mr. Embry about 
matters before the FCC. 
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Mr. MacIntyre. You do not recall discussing anything with Mr. 
Embry about matters to come before the FCC? 

a Asetorr. No, sir; I wouldn’t have occasion to talk about Mr. 
Embry. 

Mr Ade@ons00u: Who is Mr. R. C. Embry? 

Mr. MacIntyre. He is the manager of a station for Mr. Tinsley in 
Baltimore, isn’t he? 

Mr. Trnstey. Yes. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And you know him as such, don’t you Mr. Abeloff ? 

Mr. Apsexorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MacIntyre. How long have you known him? 

Mr. Anevorr. Since 1945. 

Mr. MacIntyre. And you have no documents there containing any 
information about any communications you had with Mr. Embry? 

Mr. Asetorr. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Evins. If you have any further information, I suggest you dis- 
cuss it with him at the time of the conference this afternoon. 

Thank you, Mr. Abeloff, you are excused. 

Is Mr. R. C. Embry present? 

Mr. Prorxin. Mr. Chaieuntn: I am counsel for Mr. R. C. Embry. 
Pursuant to a conversation I had with Mr. MacIntyre yesterday, I 
advised that Mr. Embry did not have any documents at all in his 
possession. And I asked if it would be agreeable if he were not present 
here today, and we had an understanding that he wouldn’t be physical- 
ly present but would be subject to the call of the committee at your 
convenience. 

Mr. Evins. He will be excused under those circumstances. Thank 
you, Mr. Plotkin. 

Mr. John G. Johnson ? 

Do you solemnly swear that you will tell the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Jounson. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF JOHN G. JOHNSON, WINSTON-SALEM, N. C., CHAIR- 
MAN OF THE UHF INDUSTRY COORDINATING COMMITTEE 


Mr. Jounson. My name is John G. Johnson. I am a resident of 
Winston-Salem, N.C. Iam a general manager and one of the owners 
of the Winston-Salem Broadcasting Co. We operate three radio sta- 
tions, in Birmingham, Norfolk, and Winston-Salem, and one UHF 
television station in Winston-Salem, N.C. 

Mr. Evrys. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Jounson. For brevity’s sake, if you will, sir; I thought I would 
not read it exactly verbatim, but go through it rather hurriedly. 

Mr. Evins. You may a 

Mr. Jounson. And if you have questions as we go along, I would 
appreciate your interrupting me. 

I am appearing here, gentlemen, as the chairman of the UHF Indus- 
try Coordinating Committee, which is a committee that represents per- 
haps a majority of the UHF television stations in the country. I am 


also, incidentally, chairman of another committee which is called the. 


Committee for Competitive Television which is newly organized and 


is fee to represent all UHF organized groups, and we hope soon 
all UHF stations in operation throughout the Un 


ited States. But. 
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my testimony today is, as you requested, on behalf of the UHF Indus- 
try Coordinating Committee. 

Since the television industry is a rather technical one, I want to take 
just a moment to give you a background of where the channel problem 
in television has arisen. There are two types of television channels. 
One is called VHF. And that simply is channels 2 through 13. They 
are the channels, for example, that you gentlemen aie see here in 
Washington. The other type, the UHF channels, are channels 14 
through 83. There are no UHF channels operating in Washington, 
and you have no opportunity here to see those channels. 

Some people erroneously refer, perhaps, to the VHF channels as the 
regular channels simply because they are the kind most people were 
familiar with first. 

The concept of two different types of television channels goes back 
to at least 1948 and prior thereto. There were prior to 1948 about 108 
operating television stations throughout the United States. All of 
them were on VHF channels, they are the ones 2 through 13. At that 
time there were no other type channels being licensed. And as these 
stations began to go on the air they were being developed and the 
channels were being allocated on the basis of engineering and other 
studies by the FCC. 

And basically, as I understand it, they laid out the television sys- 
tem on paper, and then as these stations sprang up in accordance with 
that blueprint, it was found that the stations perhaps were conflicting 
in their signals, the signals were overlapping—in other words, the 
radiation, the signals were not going out exactly as it had been*blue- 
printed and planned on paper. The result of that was, some of the 
channels were colliding or interfering, as it were, with each other, 
meaning that it deteriorated somewhat the reception of the picture. 

When that condition was brought to the attention of the FCC I 
think their conclusion was that this system was not going to work 
out exactly as they had planned it. And before going any further 
with what might not have been a proper setup, they immediately put 
on something that is well known in our industry called the “freeze.” 
And it lasted from 1948 until 1952. I believe the avowed purpose of 
the freeze was to try to readjust these channel allocations in such a 
way that this conflict between channels would no longer exist. 

The Commission studied the problem over this period of some 4 
years. But in so doing it recognized that they had to move these 12 
channels, 2 through 13, even further apart, and space them even 
further apart, to keep them from colliding. And when they did that, 
of course, it became obvious that there were big white areas or gaps 
in between these channels involving substantial cities and communities 
where there were no channels. 

Mr. Evrns. Mr. Johnson, I am sorry to interrupt, but that is the 
second roll call on the appropriations vote, and the committee will be 
in recess until we return. And I should think it would not be over 
20 minutes. 

(Short recess taken.) 

Mr. Evins. The committee will come to order. 

I am sure that we have the approval of my colleagues for you to 
proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Jounson. I was explaining, sir, that along about 1952, after 
studying the matter since 1948, the matter of not having enough chan- 
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nels to serve the Nation, in 1952 the FCC promulgated somethi 
they called the Sixth Report and Order. And at that time they of- 
fered, proposed to use, additional channels called UHF channels to 
fill in these gaps for wide areas where there were no television chan- 
nels then allocated. And they removed the freeze and accepted appli- 
cations for these and the other VHF channels that were then too re- 
leased. 

I think it is important—it does go, I think, to the crux of the 
matter—that during this period of the freeze from 1948 to 1952 it 
did have 108 stations, all VHF, channels 2 to 13, operating, and all 
the sets manufactured and distributed during that time would receive 
only the VHF signal. 

Now, during the period of the freeze of some 4 years television began 
to catch on to the imagination of the American people, and its develop- 
ment was rapidly accelerated. And the number of television sets in 
homes increased tremendously. But they were all VHF sets. They 
could not receive the UHF channels. 

And so when the FCC melted this freeze in 1952 and licensed the 
UHF channels they came in being as Johnny-come-latelies. They 
found themselves in a situation where their competitors had a big 
well-established set circulation of VHF sets. 

Now, the Commission had indicated and encouraged applicants to 
the belief that the UHF channels were going to be technically com- 
petitive, that the development of the art of the industry in technical 
oqeepman' would be such that they would be comparable, that the man- 
ufacture of the sets—which is the heart of the problem—would be 
apace, that there would be all-channel sets immediately on the market 
which would be both UHF and VHF. And that was essential to 
the success of any UHF station, because, like a newspaper or like any 
other advertising medium, they sell circulation. And without any 
UHF sets a UHF station has no circulation to sell. 

Well, unfortunately, it did not work out as had been proposed. The 
set manufacturers did not put the sets out on the market as soon as 
had been anticipated, or in the quantity that had been expected, with 
the result that in many cases a UHF station sprang up and the set 
circulation could not develop fast enought to give them a competitive 
circulation. And being faced with this drastic disadvantage, it was 
only natural that the advertisers would seek the largest circulation, 
to the detriment of the UHF station. 

Now, as that began to develop UHF stations began to feel the pinch, 
and the situation began to snowball, and it developed almost as a chain 
reaction. 

Then the set manufacturers saw that the UHF picture began to sag, 
so they began to cut back from set production, 

Let me give you some examples. In the last quarter of 1953 the set 
manufacturers built 28 percent of the television receivers with UHF 
tuners included. 

In the fall of 1955, the last quarter of 1955, this had declined to 13 
percent. And the manufacturers, many of them, are saying this year 
that for the remainder of this year it will fail to 10 percent. 

Now, the manufacturer looks at this decline in the number of UHF 
stations and decides to make fewer and fewer sets, and with fewer and 
fewer sets again the UHF station’s problem worsens from day to day. 


aint te Ay Ae Aah dai Ae 
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I think if you look at the UHF segment of the television industry 
as representing and being comprised of small businesses, the mortality 
rate is truly astonishing and probably without any precedent in Amer- 
ican business history, because there are now on the air, I believe, 95 
UHF stations—there were about 97, I think; at the time I drafted my 
statement. At one time, it was as high as 138, I believe. It figures 
out that if you take the total number, the maximum number of UHF 
stations that have been in operation, 38 percent of our industry is 
now deceased, and they are dropping off at an accelerated rate, and 
I sincerely believe that it will be only a matter of weeks until 50 per- 
cent of the UHF industry will be wiped out. 

And I submit to you that, since both of us are concerned about the 
plight of small industry, that that, to my mind, is as serious a plight 
as we have ever had to my knowledge in this country. 

I think I should explain briefly that in 1952 when the FCC came up 
with the idea of using UHF channels, they set forth some objectives. 
And the objectives were, number 1, to try to get a UHF service to 
everyone in the country if possible, a service, one service, perhaps; 
and then, thereafter, as soon as they could implement the matter, to 
put as many local stations in local communities as they could because 
that serves the public interest. 

Now, as this UHF situation deteriorates, and as we approach 38, and 
eventually 48 and 50 percent of our industry being wiped out, I think 
that you can readily see that the FCC objective as they stated it in 
1952 is certainly being frustrated and defeated, because they are not 
bringing television now to the local community. And that was their 
stated objective, not ours. 

Another complicating factor—and I want to paint to you the back- 
ground of a small business, an industry embracing a number of small 
businesses, and the distress that they have suffered. One of the com- 
plicating factors of the background has been a network situation. It 
is difficult at this stage of development for a small station—I might 
even say for almost any station, either UHF or VHF—to successfully 
operate without the services of a network. We hope and look for- 
ward to the future day when that will not be necessary, as it is no 
longer necessary in radio. We hope that if there is a possibility for 
television to grow, certainly there will be a day when we will have a 
hometown television station which does not have to have a network 
to survive. But as we look at the picture this morning, and I think 
for awhile, maybe, the network is essential. 

In many cases, a network would affiliate with a UHF station and 
render them the service and the programing that they needed to sur- 
vive, but when a VHF station came on in that same city, or perhaps 
even in a neighboring city, as you have heard this morning—Peters- 
burg is a neighboring city to Richmond—but when things of that 
nature develop, in many cases, the network would abandon the UHF 
station and move over to the VHF station because of the bigger set 
circulation of the VHF station. With that abandonment, the small 
UHF station, being stripped of the network that they needed to sur- 
vive, immediately their survival is pretty well eclipsed. 

Now, I might explain this to you, if you will, gentlemen. We have 
been deluged in the industry with comments and suggestions about the 
UHF problem. And I submit to you, in all earnestness that there is 

80630—56—pts. 3-5-7 
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no UHF problem. We have UHF stations operating now successfully 
in a number of cities throughout the country, but they are in areas 
where UHF does not have to compete with VHF. The problem is not 
UHF;; it is an allocations problem. The problem is not in the opera- 
tion of a UHF station; the problem is in the way the FCC mixes up 
the powerful VHF established stations with these UHF stations who 
came into the market late and without the set circulation. And history 
has proven to you, and it has certainly proved to me, I should say, that 
from the number of bankrupt UHF stations, they cannot compete, in 
what we call a mixed market where you mix a UHF station and a 
VHF station together. 

Now, this can definitely be corrected with what seems a simple ex- 
pedient of unmixing UHF and VHF. At the time that the FCC pro- 
mulgated this plan, it seemed logical; it appeared that it would work. 
But, unfortunately, it has not, and the problem now is to recognize 
the fact that they will not work side by side, and that is the problem 
that the FCC to date has steadfastly refused to recognize to the extent 
of proposing to do anything about it. 

As a result of that, as perhaps you know, this matter is the subject 
of investigation by the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee. Why they have chosen not to act, I do not know, and 
I cannot say, but the simple fact is that they have taken no substantial 
action of any kind to do anything to correct this situation. And this 
situation is not new, it has been under study by the FCC for some 
2 years now, and it is our feeling that it is time we received a verdict. 
We think the jury has been out long enough. 

And an additional complicating factor has been the effect that 
this policy has had, this policy of mixing channels—which means 
in effect less television and, as time goes on, less and less television— 
has had a very detrimental effect, for example, on the American 
Broadcasting Co., 1 of the 3 networks. 

It has added to a large measure to the effect of really strangulating 
the ABC network, because they are at a serious competitive disad- 
vantage in so many important cities and important markets. The 
advertiser, the national advertiser that uses network television, buys 
it on the basis of how many television receivers or how many television 
homes he can buy for his dollar. And the man who offers him more 
of those receivers and more potential customers for his dollar, gets the 
business. It is really that simple. And if ABC is at such a competitive 
disadvantage because they have no stations and nowhere generally to 
put their programs in so many areas, then, of course, you can readily 
see they cannot offer a comparative or a competitive bid for the bus- 
iness. 

That has resulted in what some people call a 2-network domination. 
Now, to give you some specific instances of cities that are considered 
important in America—and I am sure you do—I know the advertiser 
does—such fairly large cities—and I think most of these cities are well 
within what we call the first 50 markets in America—such cities as 
Birmingham, Ala.—I am familiar with that because we operate a radio 
station there, it has only two VHF channels, just enough to accom- 
modate NBC and CBS. This same condition exists in Louisville, 
Ky., Providence and Pawtucket, R. I., Rochester, N. Y., Dayton, Ohio, 
Syracuse, N. Y., and Oklahoma City, and a long list of others. 
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Now, in these cities there are only two VHF channels. It is true that 
there are some UHF channels assigned. 

But, in many of them this course that we have outlined to you has 
already taken place. In Oklahoma City, I think there were at least 
two UHF stations operating at onetime. At Louisville, Ky., there was 
one. In Dayton, Ohio, and in Providence, R. I., the UHF stations 
operated, but because of the reasons I have outlined, they were forced 
to go off the air, and as they went off the air, there went ABC’s last 
hope for a television outlet in those markets, unless something is done 
to change this allocation plan, because I think it is eminently logical 
that once a station built by local people, in most cases with their 
radio and other experience in that community, has gone bankrupt, it 
will be a long, long time before anyone else ever goes back into that 
community and tries to revive a UHF channel. So, for all practical 
purposes, if the status quo remains, the ABC network is frozen out 
of those important markets. And I submit to you, that it is a very 
difficult thing for the ABC network to compete on an equal basis, 
without any outlets in these big cities. 

That has a further and equally disastrous reaction in this way. As 
I say, at this present state of development, a station has to have a 
network to stay in business, practically without exception, and to the 
extent that the ABC network is being hemmed in and cannot have 
room to develop and grow, to that extent the stations which might 
survive and live with the ABC network, will never develop, because 
by the same token as the ABC’s development is reached, the develop- 
ment of stations is likewise severely limited. 

Now, the FCC, I am sure, is thoroughly aware of this allocations 
problem. For some 2 years the problem has existed. It has been 
universally recognized. And I think that they definitely correct the 
situation—I say that because they created the situation—I say that 
ee I think they have the responsibility for doing something 
about it. 

Any number of plans have been submitted and the ABC network, 
I believe, has submitted one. How many have been submitted, 1 
don’t know, but there have been a large number of them which would 
tend to unmix, for example, this situation, and make other adjust- 
ments in the allocations plan. But, to date, the FCC has not publicly 
indicated to us in the industry that they are inclined to adopt any 
plan. They have not set forth any plan of their own, so as far as 
we know, the condition will continue as is until basically the majority 
of the UHF stations cease to exist. 

They tell us—and I believe it is correct—that they are studying 
the problem. The study is completing its second year, I think, and 
we feel that if the study lasts much longer, there is going to be very 
little left to study. Most of the stations will be pretty well out of 
business in the UHF industry. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Johnson, for your very challenging 
statement. -) 

Is it — view that the FCC is overstudying the problem, or wait- 
ing so long to take action that all of the UHF stations will be out 
of business ? 

Mr. Jounson. I wouldn’t say all of them, no, sir, because in some 
areas where they are not mixed up with VHF stations, technically, 
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they have a good service and they can render a real service, and they 
are doing all right, but the majority of them, sir, are faced with a 
serious competitive disadvantage that they cannot overcome by good 
management and hard selling, and well financing. It is a question of 
allocations. They don’t have the facilities. 

Mr. Evins. Only in the areas in which they are not mixed up, as you 
say, with VHF, they are surviving and getting along? 

Mr. Jonnson. Those are the only areas in which they have any 
future for operating with substantial success. 

Mr. Evins. You have stated that under the present status of the 
industry UHF has a difficult, if not impossible chance of competing. 
What has the FCC done in your opinion with respect to this problem, 
other than study it as you have indicated ? 

Mr. Jounson. Other than study it, they have done nothing of a 
substantial nature. 

Mr. Evins. Have the policies of the FCC made it easier or harder 
for UHF to compete with VHF? 

Mr. Jounson. Let me answer that this way. The policy, as I read 
it, and if I understand it properly, is a policy of doing nothing, re- 
taining the status quo. And now, the status quo can’t be retained 
very long in the UHF business, because it is continually going down. 
But if the status quo as I see it remains in effect the UHF industry 
is headed for a very difficult time. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Johnson, if the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion continues to take no action on the UHF problem, who will lose 
the most and who will gain the most ? 

Mr. Jounson. Who as between who, sir? You say who will gain 
and who will lose? Who are we talking about ? 

Mr. Evins. Under the continuation of the present policy, if the 
present policy is continued, and no action taken by FCC, tell the com- 
mittee in your words who will benefit by such a continuation of the 
policy and who will lose by the continuation of such a policy. 

Mr. Jonson. Well, the record of 57 mortalities fairly substantiates 
my statement that the UHF people will lose not some, but all. They 
have lost. substantially and will continue to lose substantially. And, 
of course, what might have been competition with these stations is 
reduced, and then the people who are left, which, in most cases, are 
the VHF stations, stand substantially to gain from a reduction of 
competition. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, if there is a continuation of the present 
problem, we will have less telecasting and less competition; we will 
have more of a concentration and control of existing and established 
members of the communications industry. 

Mr. Jounson. There is absolutely no question about that. 

Mr. Evins. What is your eprenen of the proposed allocation plan 
by CBS that stations be confined to the 100 major markets of the 
United States? 

Mr. Jounson. I have not studied that plan, Mr. Evins, and I am 
not familiar with it, other than just what you say, as I understand it, 
and that is about the extent of my understanding that it is proposed 
to restrict their concept of television to a hundred specific areas. And 
} think the effect of that would be—and again I don’t know whether 
they mean by that a hundred stations or a hundred CBS stations—— 
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Mr. Evrns. A hundred markets. They have proposed that the 3 
major networks would be confined to the 100 major markets in the 
United States. 

Would that in your opinion result in more monopoly ? 

Mr. Jonnson. With 3 networks of a hundred stations each times 
3 that is only 300 stations. I think the FCC in their stated objectives 
of 1952 proposed maybe 3,000 channel allocations. 

Mr. Evrns. Mr. Arnold ? 

Mr. Arnoxp. In relation to the FCC, the maintenance of the status 
quo, have any specific steps been taken by the FCC which are a 
retrogressive from the point of view of the UHF people? I am think- 
ing in particular of such matters as the proposed 5-mile rule. I am 
thinking of any action or lack of action taken with respect to the 
retaining of network affiliation by a UHF station when a VHF 
station comes into the market. And my question to you, then, will be: 
Has the FCC made any decisions or adopted any policies in this con- 
nection which actually would make it harder for you to compete in- 
stead of easier? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir; I believe so. I believe they have made it 
more difficult by reason of the 5-mile rule. As an example, in hear- 
ings which have been held, numerous selected areas where stations 
existed, UHF stations, asked the Commission not to further aggravate 
the situation, but to do what we call unmix them, a term known as de- 
intermixture. They proposed that deintermixture in such markets be 
before the VHF competition fully develops, on the theory that if it is 
not done before it develops, there will be no UHF to claim deinter- 
mixture. And I believe without exception the FCC has unfortunately 
turned down every proposal for deintermixture. 

And as they granted these VHF stations in these areas it com- 
plicated the problem certainly to a tremendous extent in those areas. 

Mr. Arnorp. Let me take one other example. Let’s take a trans- 
mitter location, and let’s say you have a VHF application for a given 
community, and that VHF grantee asks the Commission if it can 
move its transmitter location into another area which will overlap 
into a UHF area. I understand that to prevent that—which would 
certainly be bad competition for the UHF—the Commission proposed 
to adopt a 5-mile rule as to the location of the transmitter would have 
to be within 5 miles of the market it served, or what the application 
said the market was. 

Do you know to your own knowledge whether the Commission 
adopted such a rule or considered such a rule and what actually 
happened ? 

_Mr. Jounson. My understanding, sir, is that the 5-mile rule was 
not. proposed by the Commission but by a station applicant in a par- 
ticular situation. I believe the Commission considered the 5-mile rule 
proposal and rejected it. And I think the purpose of the 5-mile 
rule was to confine a station to its normal market area and the com- 
munity which the FCC intended that it should serve when they put 
the channel in that community. To take that channel and carry it 
somewhere else, plant it elsewhere, seemed to us to be a conflict with 
what we understood the Commission’s purpose to be in trying to allo- 
cate these channels so as to serve the interests of the country. We 
thought it was—I say “we”—TI think we in the industry felt that the 
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FCC was again thwarting its own objectives of trying to put the tele- 
vision stations in local communities, their action has been almost, it 
seems to me, in direct contradiction to their objectives. We tried to 
find and read from the statements and our understanding of the situa- 
tion, some evidence that the FCC does plan and propose, as a result 
of the study they have had going on these 2 years, some substantial 
relief. The industry has asked for it, individual stations have pled 
for it. And so far I don’t think there has been one single decision or 
one single bit of evidence that I know of where they have disclosed any 
inclination to stop this trend which ultimately will wipe out these 
small businesses that we have described to you. 

Mr. Arnotp. The trend does appear to be that way, although I am 
sure myself that neither I nor any other member of the committee has 
come toa conclusion. I would like to ask you as a matter of opinion, 
why do you think that the FCC has been unable to take any steps 
which would benefit you or give you at least the possibility of a busi- 
ness chance in the industry? Do you have any views or opinions as to 
why that is happening ? 

Mr. Jonnson. I have some opinions. I would correct, if I may, sir, 
the use of the words “unable to.” They are thoroughly able and 
capable. But it has been a matter of attitude and policy and overall 
approach to the problem. If they really want to do something about 
it, I think the FCC has the equipment, since they promulgated this 
plan in its beginning, to come forth with a plan of recovery or a plan 
to correct these things. If the ABC network, for example, if in- 
dividual engineering firms in Washington and individual operators 
can come up with a plan that tends to do this and submit it to the 
FCC and it never is acted upon, it seems logical to me that the FCC 
with their vast resources and experience, could themselves offer some 
plan. We have said repeatedly as the situation had deteriorated to a 
certain point that perhaps its total recall—we would not now hope that 
the situation might be solved 100 percent, but certainly there must be 
some means of going back and correcting 10, 20, 30, 50 percent, some 
part of this problem can be corrected. But their attitude is the status 

uo. 
" Mr. Evins. Mr. Johnson, your testimony is in line with that of 
others, that legislation is not so much needed as the exercise of existing 
authority by the Commission. 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir; a change in attitude. 

Mr. Evins. That they have ample authority and power to act in 
this matter if they will only demonstrate the initiative. 

Mr. Jonnson. I don’t think there is any question about that, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Johnson. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Johnson is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN G. JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN OF THE UHF INpustry CoorpINATING 
COMMITTEE, BEFORE THE House SELEctT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to thank you for the 
opportunity to appear here in connection with a problem which I believe is of 
vital interest to all of us concerned about the plight of small businesses. 

I am chairman of the UHF Industry Coordinating Committee and also chair- 
man of the Committee for Competitive Television. These are two national 
organizations which together represent perhaps a majority of the UHF television 
stations in the Nation. 
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I was asked, to appear hereon behalf of the UHF Industry Coordinating Com- 
mittee and I speak specifically for this group of stations and, also, as an 
individual station operator. 

I am general manager and one of the owners of the Winston-Salem Broadcast- 
ing Co., Inc. Our company operates 3 radio stations, 1 in Birmingham, Ala., 1 in 
Norfolk, Va., and 1 in Winston-Salem, N. C. We also operate television station 
WTOB-TYV in Winston-Salem on UHF channel 26. This station has been on 
the air since September 10, 1953. 

The television industry is a rather technical one and I think you can better 
understand our problems if you will allow me to give a brief background of this 
business. 

There are twe types of television—UHF and VHF. What is the difference? 
VHF is broadcast on channels 2 through 13 and is the type, for example, you 
would tune to here in Washington where no UHF channels are operating. 
There are 364 VHF stations on the air. UHF is broadcast on channels 14 
through 83 and there are approximately 97 such stations operating in the United 
States today. 

The concept of two different types of television channels goes back several 
years. Prior to 1948 we had only about 108 operating television stations in the 
country. They were all VHF;; i. e., using channels 2 through 13. This was the 
only type television channel being licensed by the FCC at this time. Because 
the television signals did not radiate in actual practice as had been blueprinted 
on paper, it was found that some of the channels were situated geographically 
too close together and were in effect interfering with each other and degrading 
the quality of the reception. In view of this and other considerations the FCC 
put into effect in 1948 the so-called freeze and did not license any additional 
television stations until the freeze was lifted in 1952. While this freeze was in 
effect the Commission studied the interference problem and concluded that at 
the operating power and heights established it would not be possible to keep the 
VHF channels (2 through 13) as originally assigned geographically but rather 
they would have to be spread further apart and when spread so thinly these 12 
were not enough to properly serve the Nation. So the FCC looked for additional 
TV channels to fill in the gap or white areas. They decided to use in 1952 the 
UHF channels, i. e., channels 14 through 83. These are in the upper portion 
of the electromagnetic spectrum or at a higher frequency. 

At this time the FCC published its sixth report and order and summarized 
the objectives as (1) at least one service to all areas; (2) at least one station in 
largest possible number of communities; and (3) more than one service in as 
many communities as possible to provide program choice and facilitate competi- 
tion. We will return to these objectives later. 

During the several years prior to 1952, all the television receivers were VHF 
only. None were equipped to receive the newly assigned UHF channels. Yet 
the FCC gave assurances the UHF channels would be technically competitive 
to VHF and encouraged broadcasters that television sets would immediately be 
manufactured to receive all channels, both UHF and VHF. Unfortunately, it 
did not work out this way. Why has this been so? First the manufacturers 
did not build the sets with UHF tuners. Therefore the UHF stations were slow 
to build up set circulation in competition with the VHF stations which, in most 
eases, had a well-established and rapidly growing set circulation. UHF was 
never able to catch up. Without comparable circulation it became increasingly 
difficult to sell advertising. As the development of UHF as a whole began to 
sag the set manufacturers cut back even further and with fewer and fewer 
UHF-equipped sets the gap between UHF and VHF widened. For example, in 
1953, 28 percent of all receivers were UHF-equipped as compared to only about 
13 percent today. Some manufacturers plan to put only 10 percent UHF tuners 
in sets to be built the remainder of this year. With advertisers insisting on the 
greater circulation of the VHF channels in preference to the UHF, the UHF 
stations began to go off the air. As more and more UHF stations shut down the 
set manufacturers became more and more discouraged and cut back UHF pro- 
duction even further. It then began to snowball downhill. Proof of this chain 
reaction is found in the fact that 58 UHF stations have gone off the air, leaving 
only 97 operating. This is about 38 percent of the maximum number of UHF 
stations ever to have gone on the air. When.you consider the UHF segment of 
the television industry as small business, the moratality rate is truly astonishing 
and probably without precedent in American business history. Some 110 con- 
struction permits for UHF stations have been turned back to the FCC by would-be 
operators who became discouraged by these dismal statistics. Just last week a 
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Washington, D. C., radio station dropped a permit for channel 20 here, and 
the operator is quoted as saying he “saw the handwriting on the wall.” 

As you will recall, I previously stated the objectives of the FCC’s sixth report 
in effect called for one television service to all the people and thereafter local 
outlets in local communities. As the UHF situation deteriorates you can readily 
see the objectives of the FCC are rapidly being defeated. The local outlets are 
disappearing in many areas. 

The problem has been further complicated from the station operator's view- 
point by the steadfast preference of the networks for the VHF stations. This is 
understandable because in many cases the UHF stations do not offer comparable 
circulation—and basically the networks must have competitive circulation to sell 
advertising. In many areas the networks have affiliated with the UHF stations 
but when the VHF station comes on the air in the same or a neighboring city, 
the network frequently abandons the UHF outlet for the greater circulation 
offered by the VHF operation. Stripped of a network service the station in- 
evitably will fold up. Almost without exception, a television station, either UHF 
or VHF, cannot survive without a network service. 

At this time permit me to emphasize one extremely important point. You hear 
of the UHF problem. I tell you in all earnestness there is no UHF problem; 
UHF is a fine service and I can cite numerous successful operations to prove 
the point. Rather, it is an allocations problem—not a UHF problem—and we 
did not create the the allocations problem—the FCC did this. This situation 
exists because the FCC chose to mix UHF channels in the same markets with 
VHF channels. Without the all-channel set circulation it is like putting an in- 
fant David against a mature Goliath. This can be substantially corrected by 
unmixing VHF and UHF in the same areas. You would then have only VHF 
stations competing with VHF; and areas where UHF would compete only with 
other UHF stations. There are many areas in the United States today where 
UHF is growing and prospering because it is a UHF only area. 

This history and experience proves the point that UHF only areas can prosper 
and the mortality table of 57 bankrupt stations proves that in most cases UHF 
eannot live side by side with VHF in the same market. Yet to date the FCC has 
shown no inclination to seriously pursue the policy of deintermixture. Why, 
I do not know and I cannot tell you. This matter is presently being investigated 
by the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

One of the really serious problems created by this faulty allocation of VHF 
and UHF channels has been the strangulation of the ABC network. The Ameri- 
can Broadcasting Co. has been and continues to be at a serious competitive 
disadvantage in many areas. The scarcity of equally competitive facilities in 
important markets freezes the growth potential of the ABC network as well as 
any possible additional new network. Also, the independent hometown station 
will never become a reality as it will have no place and no hope without an all- 
channel system—using both VHF and UHF channels. This 2-network domina- 
tion is demonstrated in such important markets as Birmingham, Ala.; Louis- 
ville, Ky. ; Providence-Pawtucket, R. I.; Rochester, N. Y.; Dayton, Ohio; Syra- 
cuse, N. Y.; Oklahoma City, and many others, where there are only 2 commercial 
VHF channels assigned and little hope any UHF channels will be put on the air. 
In fact, in many of these cities, such as Oklahoma City; Louisville, Ky.; Day- 
ton, Ohio, and Providence, R. I., there was once a UHF station operating, but 
it was forced off the air leaving only 2 channels to accommodate NBC and CBS. 
In these and many other important markets it becomes extremely difficult for 
the ABC network to sell advertisers as they cannot offer comparable coverage 
and circulation to the other 2 networks. 

As I previously stated, a network service is essential, at this stage of develop- 
ment, to the successful operation of a television station. To the extent the ABC 
network is hemmed in, the future development of additional television outlets 
is likewise severely limited. 

The FCC is aware of the allocations problem and can correct this situation. 
Numerous plans have been submitted for their consideration. They must act 
promptly. Time is growing short. They have had the matter under study for 
some 2 years now. If the “study” lasts much longer there will be little left to 
study and the great future possible in an all-channel television system will be 
seriously prejudiced if not permanently destroyed. 

Without an all-channel system using both VHF and UHF stations—but again 
not mixed in the same area—there is no real future growth potential for tele- 
vision in America today. And we must face the future looking only to a rela- 
tively few high-powered television stations rather than the local outlets which 
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the FCC set up as one of its chief objectives in its sixth report and order of 
1952. It would appear by its failure to act on the allocation problem that the 
FCC is thwarting its own stated objectives. With a sufficient number of com- 
petitive channels there could never be a monopoly in the television industry. 

Mr. Evins. We have one more witness. 

Mr. John W. English. 

Mr. Encuisn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins, Mr. English, do you solemnly swear that the testimony 
you are about to give will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Enauisu. I do, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF JOHN W. ENGLISH, VICE CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE 
FOR COMPETITIVE TELEVISION 


Mr. Evins. Mr. English, I notice that you have a brief statement. 

Mr. Eneuisu. This statement is brief, Mr. Chairman. 

You have heard the testimony of Mr. Johnson, so that this is 
merely, in effect, a supplement of w hat he has already said. 

I have interests in two UHF television stations, and I am also vice 
chairman of a committee of UHF station operators who feel keenly 
the necessity of inspiring immediate action by Congress and the F ed- 
eral Communications Commission to strengthen and encourage new 
progress in UHF television. 

Congress, and its creature, the Commission, have the responsibility 
of determining the future pattern of television in the United States. 
They started with a few VHF channels and then expanded into ultra 
high frequency. 

UHF gave good service where it was allowed to prosper, and it is 
giving good service now where it is allowed to prosper. But it has 
come to a standstill because of the artificial restraint placed upon it 
by the Commission’s allocation plan. 

That plan needs amendment. The Commission has called for sug- 
gestions. It has received many plans. It has heard many comments. 
It has brought many actions in the courts. Throughout it has acted 
as though its primary concern was for VHF operators and applicants, 
and it has given every practical reason to believe that it does not 
understand and is almost hostile to the position of the UHF operators. 

The practical result is that. we had a choice between a relatively few 
VHF stations throughout the country and a broad system, making 
possible many UHF stations in addition to the V’s. 

It is the choice between a reasonable concept of television where in 
most instances a few stations in the principal cities of each State must 
give service for the whole State or area, and the possibility of true 
local television. 

The Commission has expressed concern over giving everyone at least 
one signal. As Mr. Johnson has testified, that was the first purpose 
of the Commission. This objective could be reached with very few 
stations with great power and great height. But such stations would 
be completely preoccupied with the national advertiser, and the local 
advertiser in home markets would be abandoned. 

Such stations would become mere public utilities and would inevit- 
ably lay themselves open to regulation of a most undesirable nature. 

I may say there that the most powerful television station in the 
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world is the station in Mexico City where on a low channel with 600 
kilowatts they actually get a signal of sorts from the gulf coast of that 
country to the Pacific coast. 

Well, theoretically, relatively few stations could do that here. But 
that isn’t the type of system that is proper for the United States, nor is 
it the type of system set out in the allocations plan proposed by the 
Commission, 

The true answer is to foster and promote the vast majority of chan- 
nels in the United States, those in the UHF. These channels, and 
these channels alone, can give a future to the television development of 
our country. 

Your committee, gentlemen, has expressed concern about the rela- 
tions between the Federal Communications Commission and the net- 
works. I wish the Commission had listened to the networks more. 

Representatives of every network have expressed concern about this 
problem and have suggested remedies, but their suggestions, as well as 
others, have been ignored. 

I think that every type of person interested in the industry has advo- 
cated basic remedies, and every one of them have been fundamentally 
ignored by the Commission. 

You are concerned possibly with symptoms rather than the disease, 
and if you can prevail upon the Commission to take immediate action 
to strengthen U HF, you will go far to reach the basic cure. 

What are the cures ? 

One, to get an immediate answer from the Commission on what it 
intends to do. 

Two, to prevail upon the Commission to deintermix as many markets 
as — to allow full development of existing UHF facilities. 

hree, to prevail upon manufacturers to make all sets in the future 
all-channel. This can be done by changing the excise tax structure 
and creating a 10-percent differential in the tax on VHF-only sets, as 
compared to all-channel sets. 

This is a task for Congress, and is the most important solution of all, 
because if you have all-channel sets in the future, all of the basic prob- 
lems will take care of themselves. 

The direct result of such a measure would be all-channel markets 
everywhere. Small UHF stations would eventually be possible where 
under present conditions they could not exist, and even in large mar- 
kets, new and additional stations would be possible to give local service 
to the small advertiser. 

New York, for example, could take several more stations, small ones, 
if all-channel sets were available. Educational television, now in 
large measure a dream, could be a sound reality. 

There again, I believe that every educational channel in New York 
State is UHF, and they will be dead, completely dead unless something 
is done about it. 

All of these things are possible and probable if the receiving sets of 
the country, like the ordinary radio set, can receive all channels. 

If these things are done, eee television has a tremendous and 
competitive future. The alleged differences between UHF and VHF 
will disappear, and the future will be television and plenty of it, local 
and lusty. 

We respectfully suggest, gentlemen, that you individually and as a 
committee, render this course your assistance. 
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Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. English. That isa very fine statement. 

I am very much interested in your recommendations on page 3, 
and this committee is very much interested in them. 

Mr. Eneotisn. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Arnotp. Just one. Mr. Johnson stated that he felt the basic 
problem in the UHF discussion is one of allocation. 

Mr. Eneauisu. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Arnotp. And I was wondering what remedies, aside from those 
proposed by UHF, have been made, particularly what recommenda- 
tions have been made by the networks themselves with respect to this 
allocations problem. 

Mr. Eneuisu. It is my understanding, particularly 2 years ago, 
that every one of the networks, including Dumont, CBS, NBC, and 
ABC, has advocated in varying degrees most of the things, if not 
everything, that I have advocated here. 

I have as item 1 the de-intermixture. Now, there have been 
variations in the de-intermixture recommendations of the different 
networks and different interested parties. 

But every one of them has endorsed the basic concept of de-inter- 
mixture. And every one of them in varying markets has given sup- 
port to UHF. But the sum total of it is that all of this testimony 
hadn’t made a single dent in the basic market situation. And the FC 
has not acted. 

Mr. Arnowp. I think that is one of the basic questions before us. 

In other words, we want to know why they haven’t acted. You 
say it is not the networks, because they are in favor of many of the 
remedies you propose. 

I would like to ask you, then, why hasn’t the FCC acted? Do 
you have any suggestion, any clue, any belief, any hint? 

Mr. Eneuisu. That has been to me, and I will be perfectly honest 
about it, the greatest puzzle in the world. I will say that unquestion- 
ably there are many VHF operators who are extremely happy with . 
the situation that is fundamentally noncompetitive. And, if I sat on 
a ee = gold, I perhaps wouldn’t like to have it too much disturbed 
myself. 

‘But other than the facts that there are a number of people who 
would be happy with a continuation of the present situation, I don’t 
know why they haven’t acted. And I would to God I did. 

Mr. Arnotp. Did the multiple-ownership rule increasing the num- 
ber . stations you can own to 4 VHF and 3 UHF help the problem 
an 

Mr. Eneuisn. You mean allowing two more UHF stations to be 
owned by a multiple owner? 

Mr. ARNOLD. Yes. 

Mr. Eneuisu. Actually, I think that is probably the only single 
step taken by the Commission which was of some positive influence 
in increasing UHF markets. It doesn’t do any substantial benefit to 
the individual UHF operator. 

Mr. Arnoxp. And it only helped those who are already firmly estab- 
lished in the market ? 

Mr. Eneuisn. Well, if NBC goes ahead with its plans in Buffalo— 
for example, WBUF wasn’t very established in that market, but they 
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will be, I believe, if NBC goes ahead with developing their own oper- 
ating station there, for example. 

And then in Erie, it will benefit us, because with an NBC station 
in Buffalo propagating a powerful UHF signal, it will improve our 
situation in Erie. 

To that extent, the surrounding UHF operators will be improved. 
But curiously enough, I think that that is the only substantial step 
that has accomplished very much. 

Now, there were other steps that were taken theoretically—the in- 
crease in power of UHF stations theoretically was of improvement, but 
as a practical matter, with the exception of the Wilkes-Barre stations 
and Storer station in Seattle, and the CBS station in Milwaukee, I 
don’t believe that any stations have been able to afford to take full 
advantage of that. 

And even if they were able to afford it, until they saw a solution of 
the overall problem, I doubt whether they would want to put that 
additional investment in. 

Mr. Arnotp. How many UHF stations do the networks have? 

Mr. Enevisu. Well, CBS has Milwaukee; NBC now has Buffalo. 
And both of them have, I believe, Hartford—I believe that transaction 
has gone through, I know there was an application and some dispute 
on the subject. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. MacIntyre, any questions ? 

Mr. MacIntyre. No. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Dalmas? 

Mr. Datmas. No. 


Mr. Evins. The subcommittee stands adjourned, subject to the call 
of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 





THE ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES OF THE FED- 
ERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 
AND THEIR EFFECT ON SMALL BUSINESS 


FRIDAY, JULY 20, 1956 


Hovse or Representatives, 
SuBCOMMITTEE No. 1 on Feperat Reguiarory AGENCIES 
OF THE Setect ComMirree To Conpuct a Srupy AND 
INVESTIGATION OF THE PROBLEMS OF SMALL BusINEss, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call at 4:15 p. m., in room 358, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C., Hon. Joe L. Evins (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Representative Evins and McCulloch. 

Also present: Everette MacIntyre, staff director and general coun- 
sel; and Harry 8S. Weidberg, subcommittee counsel. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will come to order. 

The record will show as present myself presiding, and there are 
Mr. Everette MacIntyre, our staff director and general counsel, and 
Harry S. Weidberg, counsel for the subcommittee. 

The purpose of this meeting is to receive in the formal record certain 
documents and information which have been submitted to the com- 
mittee since the last meeting of this subcommittee, and information in 
response to questionnaires propounded to some of the regulatory 
agencies. 

It is felt that this method of procedure, namely, to receive these 
statements in the formal record, would obviate the necessity for any 
further public hearings and thus permit the completion of the work 
of the subcommittee, with the exception of the preparation of the 
report. 

Now, Mr. MacIntyre, would you please identify the items which 
you wish individually enumerated and present it for the record ? 

Mr. MacIntyre. Mr. Chairman, before doing that, I would like 
to say that this is a resumption of hearings. We held hearings on 
March 20 and March 21 of this year, at which time testimony was 
received concerning the organization, the procedures and operations 
of the Federal Communications Commission, and matters with which 
that particular agency has been concerned. 

It is the intention of the committee counsel to propose that there 
be received in the record here today documents which have been re- 
ceived by Subcommittee No. 1 on Regulatory Agencies from the 
Federal Communications Commission, the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
and the Securities and Exchange Commission. These documents 
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were submitted by those agencies to the subcommittee as responses to 
certain requests which had been made to those agencies by you, as 
chairman of this subcommittee, for certain information. 

In addition it is the purpose of the counsel to offer for the record 
here today certain additional materials which have been received by 
the subcommittee from a number of persons who represent and have 
spoken in the behalf of small business concerns. These materials 
include, for example, a statement by a representative of the spokes- 
man for Daytime Broadcasters Association. That association is an 
organized group of small radio broadcasters who have complained 
that they need relief in the form of a relaxation of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission rules that have been applied to their busi- 
ness. That and the similar statements we propose to offer for the 
record this afternoon are somewhat along the lines of the statements 
which were submitted to the subcommittee by witnesses Johnson and 
Merryman when they testified in an open hearing of this subcommit- 
tee on March 20 and March 21, 1956. 

In addition to the offering of those materials for the record here 
today, it is the intention of counsel to note on the record references to 
records of hearings which have been held by other committees of 
Congress dealing with and relating to the organization, procedures, 
and actions of the Federal Communications Commission, the Civil 
Aeronautics Board and the Securities and Exchange Commission. 
The reason for making references to the records of such hearings is to 
indicate that the subject matters of those hearings before the other 
committees, as shown by the records of their hearings, will be taken 
into account and accorded appropriate weight by the staff of the Se- 
lect Committee on Small Business of the House of Representatives 
in the preparation of its report dealing with the organization, proce- 
dures, and actions of regulatory agencies and their effect on small 
business. 

In order to indicate as clearly as possible the particular subject 
matters which will be taken into account in that respect, staff members 
in their review of the records of the hearings by the other commit- 
tees have made notations of some references to pages of the records of 
those hearings. Therefore, we offer for the record here this afternoon 
those notations which have been made. The notations thus referred 
to only specify certain pages on which particular subjects have been 
discussed. 

Therefore they afford indications of the portions of those records 
the staff will take into account in the writing of a report. However, 
these notations do not contain references to all of the pages that will 
be taken into acccount. Moreover, it should be stated that pertinent 
information in other published and reliable records will be taken into 
account also, and that means, for example, court cases, opinions, de- 
cisions, and even Government briefs. 

Mr. McCuttocn. If statements are to be included into the record, 
it should be carefully noted that these statements were submitted on 
the motion of the people who submitted them and that they were not 
under oath and that there was no opportunity to question the writers 
of the statements about the acts or the allegations or the opinions 
expressed in the statements. 

fr. MacIntyre. In that connection, I would like to state that if I 
had noted anything in any of those statements, in view of the cir- 
cumstances which Mr. McCulloch has just stated, which tended to 
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defame or degrade anyone, I would have abstained from even sug- 
gesting that they be offered. They are, perhaps, critical of agencies, 
or the like, but I believe that they do meet the requirements of the 
House rules in the respects that I have indicated. 

The first document that we had in mind is the questionnaire that 
you sent, Mr. Chairman, to the Federal Communications Commission 
under date of December 21, 1955. 

I believe that that is already in the record, as it was offered by Mr. 
McCulloch on either March 20 or 21. 

Mr. Evins. Yes. That is in the record. 

Mr. MacInvryre. So, for the purposes of the record here, we will 
merely make reference back to the hearings of March 20 and March 21, 
for what that questionnaire contains. 

Following that, we do offer for the record here this afternoon a copy 
of a letter from you, Mr. Chairman, to the Federal Communications 
Commission under date of January 10, 1956, inquiring about the 
answers to that questionnaire. 

We follow that by offering the reply thereto as made by the Chair- 
man of the Federal Communications Commission to you, under date 
of January 16, 1956. 

Then we offer for the record the letter from the Federal Communi- 
cations Commission to you, Mr, Chairman, under date of February 9, 
1956, submitting answers to your questions Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 14, 15, 
and 16. 

Mr. Evins. They may be received, without objection; the docu- 
ments may be received as answers in response to the questions referred 
to. 


Mr. Weweere. I believe that none of the answers to the question- 
naire had at any time been included in the record. 

Mr. Evins. Very well. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


JANUARY 10, 1956. 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 


Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: By letter dated December 21, 1955, as chairman of Subcommittee 
No. 1 of the Select Committee on Small Business, House of Representatives, I 
submitted to you 20 questions with a request for an early response. 

I have received no acknowledgment of that letter. Would you please advise 
me by what date I may expect answers. 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Very sincerely yours, 
Jor L. Evins, 
Member of Congress, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1. 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington, D .C., January 16, 1956. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Evins: Immediately upon receipt of your letter of 
January 10 pertaining to previously submitted list of questions which you de- 
sired answered by this Commission, I called you on the telephone relative to 
this matter. Being unable to get together with you on the telephone, I talked 
to Congressman William M. McCulloch of Ohio, a member of your committee, 
asking him to advise you pertaining to the reason why your letter of December 
21, 1955, was unanswered. The reason was, as Congressman McCulloch advised 
you, that the jetter was misplaced during the holiday rush and did not come to 
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my attention. I regret this as I make it a point to answer letters as promptly 
as possible and certainly give congressional mail top priority. 

In regard to the questions which you submitted, I have already instructed 
the staff of the Commission to start working on this matter and the data which 
is readily obtainable will be furnished to you as quickly as possible.’ 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE C. McConNAUGHEY, Chairman, 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., February 9, 1956. 
Hon. Joe L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Drar CONGRESSMAN Evins: Reference is made to your letter of December 21, 
1955, in which you submitted 20 questions to the Federal Communications Com- 
mission for early response and Chairman McConnaughey’s reply of January 16, 
1956. Inasmuch as it will take considerable additional time to gather all of 
the information required to respond to some of the questions, we are submitting 
herewith the answers which we have available at this time. 

Question No. 1: Surveys privately made at the Federal Communications Com- 
mission—Have any surveys been made of the Federal Communications Com- 
mission since January 1953? If a survey or surveys have been made, please 
submit (a@) copies of the survey; (0) any action taken as a result of the sur- 
veys; (c) the individuals involved in making the survey; (d) the cost of the 
survey; and (ce) the name of the person or persons with whom the proposal to 
make the survey originated. 

Answer: No privately made surveys have been conducted at the Federal 
Communications Commission since January 1953. 

Question No. 2: List the names of the Chairman and the Commissioners from 
January 1953 to date, stating the date any such persons’ services with the 
Commission were terminated and the date of the appointment of each successor, 
and state the salaries of each. 

Answer: 

January 1, 1953: 

Paul A. Walker, Chairman. 
Rosel H. Hyde. 
Edward M. Webster. 
George E. Sterling. 
Robert T. Bartley. 
Frieda B. Hennock. 
Eugene H. Merrill. 
Changes in Commission since January 1, 1953: 
April 14, 1953, Eugene H. Merrill resigned. 
April 15, 1953, John C. Doerfer succeeded Eugene H. Merrill. 
April 18, 1953, Rosel H. Hyde succeeded Paul A. Walker as Chairman. 
June 30, 1953, Paul A. Walker appointment expired. 
October 6, 1953, Robert E. Lee succeeded Paul A. Walker. 
September 30, 1954, George E. Sterling retired. 
October 4, 1954, George C. McConnaughey succeeded George BE. Sterling. 
October 4, 1954, George C. McConnaughey succeeded Rosel H. Hyde as 
Chairman. 
June 30, 1955, Frieda B. Hennock appointment expired. 
July 7, 1955, Richard A. Mack succeeded Frieda B. Hennock. 

The salary of each Commissioner and the Chairman is $15,000 per annum. 

Question No. 3: List the names, the position, and the salary of each person at 
grade GS-7 or above in the following offices, divisions, or bureaus, (a) as of 
July 1, 1953, and (0b) as of the date of this inquiry : 

(1) Personal services: 
(a) Offices of the Commissioners. 
(b) Office of Opinions and Review. 
(ec) Office of Hearing Examiners. 
(d) Office of Reports and Information. 
(2) Office of Administration. 
(3) Office of the Secretary. 
(4) Office of the Chief Accountant. 
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(5) Office of the Chief Engineer. 

(6) Office of the General Counsel. 

(7) Common Carrier Bureau. 

(8) Safety and Special Radio Services Bureau. 
(9) Broadcast Bureau. 
(10) Field Engineering and Monitoring Bureau. 

Answer: The answer to this question is rather lengthy and is covered by at- 
tachment No. 1. 

Question No. 4: List the name, position, grade, and salary of each person 
newly employed by the Federal Communications Commission at grade GS-7 
and above since July 1, 1953, and state the nature of the job last held by each 
such person and the amount of last salary earned before employment in the 
Federal Communications Commission. 

Answer: The answer to this question is rather lengthy and is covered by 
attachment No. 2. 

Question No. 14: List separately for every year for which data is available, 
the number of UHF stations, their television profits or loss, and their total 
revenues. 

Answer: 


Number of Total Total loss 
stations revenues 


4 $113, 220 ($61, 958) 
112 10, 419, 859 (6, 331, 853) 
125 | 25,355, 328 (10, 043, 064) 


Question No. 15: What proportion of (@) the Commission’s staff and (b) the 
Commission’s funds are allocated to the Common Carrier Bureau? 

Answer: Of the Commission's estimated average employment of 1,061.7 and 
$7,323,000, the following will be devoted to common-carrier activities during 
fiscal 1956: 


Average Amount 
employment | 


Common Carrier Bureau : 0 | $779, 665 
Ie re a dec oa chiteaishine nemesre nase eas 8, 190 
Office of Opinions and Review PRED SEL SP ok th oes Be Te ee Se 7, 734 


‘, 


Dockets Division af Be og PE Se einen nn 5 | 6, 205 
Total personal services - - -- adele , 801, 794 
CR EE oe. Be. 5 nai c 8 eines Ob oun einiaietinns daly Oise IE as tn te meeniiic 27, 975 


Total obligations ase 829, 769 


Question No. 16: What proportion of (a) the Commission’s staff and (0b) the 
Commission’s funds are allocated to the Broadcast Bureau? 

Answer: Of the Commission’s estimated average employment of 1061.7 and 
$7,323,000, the following will be devoted to broadcast activities during fiscal 
1956: 


| Average | Amount 
employment | 


Broadcast Bureau Sten 165.1 | $1,023, 470 
Office of Hearing Examiners..-_-......-.....-.-.---- Staiielalle Aeb plans che: dekh hteculle 19. 161, 408 
Office of Opinions and Review _- 24. 160, 458 
Dockets Division 9. 38, 887 
‘Deted personal Gae-views.. 6. on -dildnet BR dd 5 pinks eeoeqens~ petty 1 | 1, 384, 223 
“Other objects” 
Total obligations | 1, 440, 421 


Replies to additional questions will be furnished as they are completed. 
Sincerely yours, 


E. H. WesstTeER, Acting Chairman. 
80630—56— pts. 3-5-8 
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ATTACHMENT No. 1 


Question 3—part 1 of 2 


EMPLOYEES ON THE ROLLS OF THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION AT 
GRADE GS-7 or ABOVE AS OF JULY 1, 1953 


OFFICES OF THE COMMISSIONERS 


Bartley, Robert, Commissioner, $15,000 

Bauer, William H., patent adviser, GS-14, $10,600 

Burgess, Mollie, administrative assistant, GS—9, $5,060 

Corbett, Isolene, secretary, GS-7, $4,330 

Curren, Josephine L., secretary, GS-8, $5,120 

Dannelly, Elizabeth, confidential assistant to Commissioner, GS-11, $6,540 
Doerfer, John C., Commissioner, $15,000 

Eppley, Evelyn F., legal assistant to Commissioner, GS—13, $8,360 

yroner, Samuel A., legal assistant to Commissioner, GS-14, $9,600 
Hancock, J. Phyllis, confidential assistant to Commissioner, GS-11, $6,540 
Hennock, Frieda, Commissioner, $15,000 

Hyde, Rosel H., Chairman, $15,000 

Koppialky, Ruth, confidential assistant to Commissioner, GS-11, $5,940 
Koteen, M. Robert, legal assistant to Commissioner, GS—14, $9,800 
Lamon, Naomi B., administrative assistant, GS-9, $5,060 

McGonigal, Farrell, confidential assistant to Commissioner, GS-11, $6,540 
Moose, Mary L., secretary, GS-7, $4,955 

Oswald, Johanna, secretary, GS-7, $4,955 

Perry, Neva B., confidential assistant to Commissioner, GS-11, $6,740 
Pincock, Dee W., legal assistant to Commissioner, GS-14, $9,800 

Sterling, George, Commissioner, $15,000 

Webster, Edward, Commissioner, $15,000 


OFFICE OF OPINIONS AND REVIEW 


Borum, Charles S., business accountant, GS-12, $7,240 
Chase, Seymour M., attorney-adviser, GS-7, $4,330 
Kessler, Sylvia, attorney-adviser, GS-14, $9,600 
Naftalin, Alan Y., attorney-adviser, GS-7, $4,205 
Noguchi, Hideyuki, electronic engineer, GS-12, $7,040 
Slone, Horace E., electronic engineer, GS-14, $9,600 


OFFICE OF HEARING EXAMINERS 


Bond, Jay D., hearing examiner, GS-14, $9,800 
Butts, William, hearing examiner, GS—14, $10,600 
Cooper, Basil P., hearing examiner, GS-14, $9,800 
Cunningham, James D., hearing examiner, GS-14, $10,200 
Gaguine, Benito, hearing examiner, GS—14, $9,800 
Huntting, Annie, hearing examiner, GS-14, $9,600 
Hutchinson, Hugh, hearing examiner, GS-14, $10,200 
Irion, H. Gifford, hearing examiner, GS-13, $8,360 
Litvin, Fanney, hearing examiner, GS-14, $10,400 
Sharfman, Herbert, hearing examiner, GS-13, $8,360 
Smith, Elizabeth, hearing examiner, GS—14, $9,800 
Donahue, Thomas, hearing examiner, GS-13, $8,360 


OFFICE OF REPORTS AND INFORMATION 


Gillingham, George, information officer, GS—13, $9,360 
Lindo, Salina M., information specialist, GS-9, $5,560 
Melton, Eva O., information specialist, GS-7, $4,830 
O’Leson, Mary, information specialist, GS—8, $5,370 


OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 


Adams, George W., organization and methods examiner, GS-11, $6,540 
Adams, Myrtle L., voucher examiner, GS-7, $4,955 

Ballard, James H., assistant chief, division, GS—12, $7,440 

Cleland, Robert, personnel assistant, GS-9, $5,310 
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OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION—Ccontinued 


‘Cox, Robert W., executive officer, GS—15, $10,800 

Davis, Marian, chief, section, GS-7, $4,455 

Davis, Walter S., chief, division, GS-11, $6,340 

Dewitt, Nina B., organization and methods examiner, GS-9, $5,810 
Foster, Pauline, chief, branch, GS—12, $7,040 

Hatfield, Gilbert H., personnel officer, GS—13, $9,160 

Hunt, Morton Z., chief, branch, GS-7, $4,705 

Johnson, Andrew, organization and methods examiner, GS-9, $5,185 
Johnson, Anna M., budget analyst, GS-7, $4,955 

Klemann, Rose B., placement clerk, GS—7, $4,705 

Leibowitz, Michael, chief, branch, GS—11, $5,940 

Levan, Frances F., position classifier, GS—10, $5,500 

Martin, Raymond, chief, branch, GS-7, $5,205 

Schauer, Henry R., records analyst, GS—7, $4,205 

Sheehy, Paul H., chief, division, GS—11, $6,740 

Sisson, Mary B., budget analyst, GS-9, $5,185 

Solan, Richard F., administrative assistant, GS—11, $6,140 

Stewart, Eric G., planning officer, GS—14, $9,600 

White, Walter W., assistant chief, division, GS-9, $5,810 
Wiltshire, Pansy, personnel assistant, GS-12, $7,840 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


Blaine, Jessie R., chief, branch, GS—9, $5,060 

Boerckel, George, assistant chief, division, GS—9, $5,060 
Clark, Helen A., chief, division, GS—11, $6,140 

Douglas, Eleanor, librarian, GS-7, $4,205 

Durgin, Irene M., administrative officer, GS—11, $5,940 
Grimes, Barbara, assistant chief, division, GS—9, $5,060 
Hollingsworth, Laura, administrative assistant, GS-7, $4,955 
Hutchison, Elizabeth, assistant chief, division, GS—7, $4,705 
Hutterly, Annette, chief, division, GS—11, $5,940 

Langston, Mabel, librarian, GS-7, $4,455 

Massing, William, assistant secretary, GS—14, $9,600 

Miller, Charles, chief, branch, GS-7, $4,330 

Slowie, Thomas J., secretary, GS-15, $10,800 

Smith, Charlotte, chief, division, GS—9, $5,560 

Sprague, Mary E., chief, division, GS—7, $4,955 

Thomas, Joseph G., project planner, GS-9, $5,060 

Todd, Rolland E., project planner, GS-9, $5,060 

Zerener, Laura T., administrative assistant, GS-8, $5,185 


OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ENGINEER 


Allen, Edward W., chief engineer, GS—16, $12,200 

Ball, Irl D., chief. branch, GS—13, $8,360 

Ball, Mary S., chief, section, GS—7, $4,330 

Boese, William C., assistant chief engineer, GS—15, $10,800 
Bradley, William, chief, branch, GS—14, $9,600 

Brooks, Charles, assistant chief, branch, GS—13, $8,360 
Burris, Frank J., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Cain, Olive A. chief,, section, GS—9, $5,060 

Carey, Roger B., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Cave, Thomas B., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,240 
Chapin, Edward W., assistant chief engineer, GS-15, $10,800 
Cooper, David O., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,240 
Craig, Albert G., electronic scientist, GS—11, $6,740 
Damelin, Jack, electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
Davis, Elton D., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Deitz, Jules, electronic engineer, GS-12, $7,440 
Delafieur, Louis, assistant chief, division, GS-14, $9,600 
Eichel, Joseph H., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,440 
Esgar, F. Vernon, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,240 
Evangelista, Albert, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Fernane, James, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
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OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ENGINEER—Continued 


Fine, Harry, Chief, branch, GS—14, $9,600 

Floyd, Ruby F., administrative assistant, GS-7, $4,330 
Garian, Herman, electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,360 
Glunt, E. Merle, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Hanyok, Joseph, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,140 
Hedrick, Kenneth, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,240 
Henry, Everett G., electronic engineer, GS—14, $9,600 
Heron, Thomas L., assistant chief, branch, GS—13, $8,360 
Holaday, Donald, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Holliday, Fred, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Homsy, James A., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,240 
Johnson, Carl A., assistant chief, branch, GS—13, $8,560 
Kreis, Albert L., chief, branch, GS—12, $8,040 

Linx, Robert D., electronic engineer, GS—14, $9,800 
McIntosh, Albert, assistant chief engineer, GS—15, $10,800 
Middlekamp, Lawrence C., chief, branch, GS—13, $8,360 
Miller, Kenneth, electronic engineer, GS—14, $9,800 
Mobley, Milton C., chief, branch, GS—18, $8,360 

Myers, Saul M., assistant chief, branch, GS-13, $8,360 
North, William L., chief, branch, GS—14, $9,600 

Peele, Braxton L., cartographer, GS—9, $5,560 

Reniere, Emile R., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Renton ,Ralph J., electronic engineer, GS—15, $11,050 
Roberts, Willmar, assistant chief, division, GS—14, $9,600 
Shinn, Everett N., electronic scientist, GS—11, $5,940 
Simpson, Virgil, assistant chief engineer, GS—15, $10,800 
Skrivseth, Arnold G., electronic engineer, GS—14, $9,600 
Stelzenmuller, George, chief, branch, GS-14, $9,600 

Taff, John M., electronic engineer, GS-11, $5,940 
Thelemann, Ernest C., electronic engineer, GS-14, $9,800 
Tosch, Robert L., assistant chief, branch, GS-12, $7,440 
Waldo, George V., electronic engineer, GS-13, $8,360 
Walker, Asbury P., chief, branch, GS-14, $9,800 

West, Glenn E., chief, branch, GS-13, $9,160 

Willoughby, John, assistant chief engineer, GS-14, $10,600 


OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ACCOUNTANT 


Fine, Irwin, general economist, GS—12, $7,640 

Geriando, Peter, general economist, GS-11, $5,940 

Goldin, Hyman H., assistant chief accountant, GS—15, $10,800 
Hartung, Edward, communications accountant, GS—12, $7,840 
Henderson, Lester A., communications accountant, GS—12, $7,240 
Morris, Harland, assistant chief, division, GS—13, $9,160 
Murphy, Glenn F., chief, section, GS—9, $5,810 

Nordberg, John J., assistant chief accountant, GS—15, $10,800 
Norfleet, William J., chief accountant, GS—16, $12,200 

Reyer, Hugo, assistant chief accountant, GS-15, $10,800 
Sheridan, James, assistant chief, division, GS—138, $8,560 
Watson, Waleska, communications accountant, GS-11, $6,140 


OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 


Conway, Richard, attorney-adviser, GS—7, $4,205 
Greenburg, Robert, attorney-adviser, GS—12, $7,040 

Morris, Mary J., trial attorney, GS-18, $8,360 

Neustadt, Stanley S., trial attorney, GS-13, $8,360 
Ohlbaum, Daniel, trial attorney, GS—12, $7,040 

Saxl, Erich, chief, branch, GS—13, $8,360 

Solomon, Richard, assistant general counsel, GS—15, $10,800 
Wihton, Maurice, attorney-adviser, GS-9, $5,810 
Wollenberg, J. Roger, trial attorney, GS—15, $10,800 
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Aaron, John J., assistant engineer in charge, GS-9, $5,560 
Abbott, W. Irving, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,935 
Ablowich, Dave, assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,940 
Andersen, Adolph, eugineer in charge, GS—12, $8,040 
Anderson, Allan, electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
Anderson, George, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 
Ansell, Edward O., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,185 
Apple, Marion E., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,935 
Arbachiauskas, Anthony, electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,705 
Arlowe, Herbert, engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,840 
Atems, Edward, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,435 
Bahlay, Andrew, electronic engineer, GS-11, $5,940 
Banks, Russell W., electronic engineer, GS—7, $5,080 
Barrick, Clinton, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,060 
Batcheller, Arthur, engineer in charge, GS-13, $9,360 
Beagle, Merrill, communications watch officer, GS-7, $4,955 
Beater, George, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 

Beebe, Lyle H., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,185 

Bennett, Edward, engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,840 
Bennett, John L., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,955 
Berkowitz, Benjamin, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,185 
Birnbaum, David, electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,330 
Blair, Henri J., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,560 

Boll, Richard W., assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,140 
Borsi, Peter N., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,435 
Bourell, Harold, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,740 
Bowersox, Karl C., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 
Brewer, Henry L., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,705. 
Brodie, Alfred H., chief, section, GS—12, $7,640 
Brumbaugh, Joseph W., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,205 
Burke, Arthur R., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 
Burson, Charles, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 

Burt, Claudius P., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,935 
Callies, Elmer E., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 
Caplen, Arthur T., chief, branch, GS-12, $7,240 

Chilson, Lewis D., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 
Clark, Kenneth G., regional manager, GS—14, $10,400 
Cline, Arthur T., engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,340 
Clyne, William E., engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,740 
Coburn, Eric D., engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,140 
Cohen, Hyman A., engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,840 
Corridon, Mary E., chief, branch, GS-7, $4,955 

Cotton, Richard, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,940 
Crews, John W., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 
Cullumber, Cyle, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 
Darling, Claude, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 
Dawson, Lee R., regional manager, GS-13, $9,160 

Day, Raymond L., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,455 
Debardeleben, John, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,240 
Deiler, Theodore G., engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,040 
Devoe, Harold D., engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,340 
Dietsch, Robert, assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $5,940 
Donahue, Darra H., assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,740 
Doorakian, George, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,340 
Dreier, Walter A., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 
Dubuclet, Sidonio L., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,060 
Dunphey, Henry B., engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,840 
Fenner, Paul R., engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,940 

Fish, Arthur S., engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,940 

Flynn, John F., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,830 

Foley, William R., engineer in charge, GS—12, $7;840- 
Forsyth, Edwin G., engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,940 
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Franklin, George, electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
Galins, Ernest J., assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,140 
Galiaher, Harold, engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,440 
Garoutte, Harry, engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,140 
George, Warren D., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,185 
Gilbert, Arthur, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,310 
Gilfoy, James E., engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,940 
Gilligan, Paul W., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,185 
Goldbert, William, electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,705 
Goveia, Joseph F., electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,830 
Greenberg, Lewis, communications watch officer, GS—7, $4,705 
Greenblatt, Mark, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,310 
Growacki, Chester J., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,705 
Hall, Wayne E., engineer in charge, GS-9, $5,310 
Hallenstein, Nathan, engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,840 
Hallock, Joseph H., engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,240 
Hammond, Walter, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,540 
Hampton, Paul F., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,310 
Harris, John L., electronic engineer, GS—10, $6,000 
Hartley, Benjamin J., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,185 
Hastings, Lawrence, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 
Hayes, Harold D., engineer in charge, GS-13, $9,360 
Hayes, Hilary H., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,560 
Heiser, Edwin S., engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,840 
Heister, Chester F., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,560 
Hensel, Arnold W., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,830 
Herndon, Paul H., regional manager, GS-13, $9,160 
Hess, Robert L., electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,205 
Hodges, John S., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 
Hoffert, William J., engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,040 
Hoke, Vergne L., electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
Holloway, Paul A., engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,340 
Holmes, Alvin C., chief, section, GS—12, $7,040 

Homsy, John H., engineer in charge, GS-12, $7,840 
Hopwood, William, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 
Howard, Gerald M, electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,940 
Howell, Walter J., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,940 
Hudson, Clarence, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,985 
Hurwitz, Irving, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,435 
Jason, Albert, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,310 
Jensen, George L., chief, division, GS—14, $9,600 
Johnson, Arthur, engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,640 
Johnson, Hobart, assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $5,940 
Johnson, William D., engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,840 
Jorquera, Louis, electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,830 
Kangas, Toivo E., electronic engineer, GS—7, $5,080 
Keefe, Francis, communications watch officer, GS—7, $4,955 
Kemper, John P., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,560 
Kessler, Sidney, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,185 
Keyes, Henry J., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,205 
Kinnear, Lloyd F., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 
Kiser, William L., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,540 
Klein, Carl M., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,705 
Klein, Eugene W., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,580 
Kleist, Alfred H., engineer in charge, GS-12, $7,640 
Knight, John E., electronic scientist, GS—7, $4,455 
Koffke, Clark F., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,185 
Kolster, Charles, regional manager, GS-14, $10,400 
Kratokvil, Frank, chief, division, GS-15, $10,800 
Kurdeka, John L., engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,340 
Landry, Ney R., electronic engineer, GS-11, $5,940 
Landsburg, Robert A., engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,040 
Lang, Edward T., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,435 
Lawrence, Adelbert, engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,940 
Lee, Emery H., regional manager, GS-13, $9,360 





FEDERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES SOL 


FIELD ENGINEERING AND MONITORING BUREAU—Continued 


Levens, Leo M., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,740 

Lewis, J. Bowker, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,940 

Linden, Bernard, engineer in charge, GS-13, $9,160 

Lines, Sidney R., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,935 
Lorenzen, Ivan T., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,935 
Lovejoy, Edwin W., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,740 
Luedtke, Arthur, assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,940 
Lyman, Isadore P., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 

Macey, Rudolph J., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,330 
Manning, Charles T., regional manager, GS-13, $8,960 
Marshall, Everett H., assistant chief, division, GS-12, $7,240 
Martin, Glen E., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,185 

Martin, John R., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,185 

Maxson, Roy R., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,935 
McAllister, John, attorney-adviser, GS—13, $8,360 

McCabe, Louis L., engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,840 
McCann, Francis, assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $5,940 
McCubbin, Elson, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 
McDonell, William J., regional manager, GS—13, $8,760 
McKinney, Joe H., regional manager, GS—13, $9,160 
McLeod, George R., engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,040 

Mills, Harry A., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,935 

Moffatt, James E., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 

Moren, James H., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,185 

Murray, Donald A., engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,940 

Neeb, Chalmer H., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,140 
Nicholson, Wilford, electronic engineer, GS-7, $5,080 
Norman, Stacy W., chief, division, GS—14, $9,600 

Nuhn, Car! T., chief, branch, GS—12, $7,040 

Ochs, Robert C., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 

Paulisen, Henry, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,140 
Peringer, Paul, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,685 

Petersen, Earle, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 
Petersen, John C., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,340 
Phelps, Roger E., engineer in charge, GS-12, $7,640 
Phillips, Robert 7 electronic enginéer, GS-9, $5,810 
Polityka, Alex A., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 
Preston, Kenneth, engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,140 
Quynn, Lloyd S., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,935 

Rawls, Herschel, assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,540 
Reves, John L., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,060 

Richman, Harold, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 

Ritter, Alfred L., assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,540 
Roberts, Kenneth, assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $5,940 
Robinson, Alfred, assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,940 
Robinson, John T., electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,205 
Rockman, Iver A., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,810 

Rose, Joseph, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,060 

Sanders, Edward, engineer in charge, GS-12, $7,440 
Sanders, James B., chief, branch, GS—9, $5,185 

Savold, Warren O., antenna analyst, GS—9, $5,310 

Scanlon, J. Patrick, engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,240 
Schiffmann, Russell A., engineer in charge, GS—9, $5,060 
Schneider, Philip, electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,705 

Shay, Francis E., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,310 

Simms, Walter C., electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,955 
Simpson, William, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,935 

Singer, Edward N., electronic engineer, GS—9), $5,185 

Skov, Jens L., assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,540 
Sloan, Francis V., engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,040 

Smart, Stanley N,, clerk, GS-7, $4,205 

Smith, J. Lee, electronic ‘engineer, GS-11, $6,140 

Spencer, Carolus, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,435 
Standish, Arnold, electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,830 

Stolberg, Elton, electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,205 
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Stratton, Robert, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,740 
Sunderland, Everett, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,485 

Tardif, Raymond, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,310 

Tate, Theodore H., assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,940 
Terry, Lewis E., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 

Thompson, Homer, engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,540 
Turnbull, Hugh A., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,810 

Turner, George S., chief, field engineer and Monitoring Bureau, GS-15, $10,800 
Tuttle, Leroy H., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,740 

Vittum, Melvin S., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,435 

Wagner, Tom B., assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,940 
Waleutt, Robert, electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,330 

Wallace, Walter, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,060 

Weidner, Hal S., engineering aide, GS-7, $4,330 

Weston, Irving L., chief, division, GS—14, $9,600 

Wickenkamp, Floyd W., assistant chief, branch, GS-12, $7,040 
Wiebers, Robert, assistant engineer in charge, GS-9, $5,060 
Willey, Eldridge, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,185 

Williams, Charles R., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,185 
Wilson, Carl M., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,935 

Wilson, Charles, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,685 

Wilson, Rex H., assistant chief, branch, GS-9, $5,810 

Wilson, Veron K., engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,940 

Wiltse, George V., regional manager, GS—13, $9,360 

Wood, Ernest W., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,935 

Wright, Sherman, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,140 

Zetekoff, Alfred, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,435 


COMMON CARRIER BUREAU 


Affanasiev, Kosmo J., chief, branch, GS—14, $9,800 
Baker, H. LeRoy, communications accountant, GS-12, $7,040 


3arnhart, Nelson, rate examiner, GS-9, $5,185 

Berkemeyer, Donald, attorney-adviser, GS-13, $8,360 
Betts, Margaret, public utilities specialist, GS-7, $4,955 
3uckley, Jack E., accountant in charge, GS—14, $10,200 
Burkhard, Richard J., communications accountant, GS-11, $6,740 
Bushnell, Curtis, assistant chief, bureau, GS-15, $11,050 
Carlisle, Nelson, rate examiner, GS—9, $5,935 
Carpenter, Allen, communications accountant, GS-9, $5,935 
Casseen, John R., rate examiner, GS—9, $5,185 

Clary, James H., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,060 
Clinard, Noah D., communications accountant, GS-9, $5,185 
Clinkscales, Edward, electronic engineer, GS-13, $8,560 
Conley, Lillian, secretary-translator, GS-7, $4,955 
Corkill, John F., electronic engineer, GS-13, $8,360 
Cote, Leo W., communications accountant, GS-12, $7,240 
Cusick, Muriel M., business accountant, GS-7, $4,705 
Defrancia, Elmer, communications accountant, GS-9, $5,185 
Depser, Robert, business accountant, GS-7, $4,330 
Dugan, Parks, communications accountant, GS-12, $7,240 
Ende, Asher H., chief, branch, GS—14, $9,800 
Ferro, Lenah J., chief, branch, GS-9, $5,310 
George, Douglas, business accountant, GS-7, $4,330 
Giammatteo, Joseph, communications accountant, GS-11, $6,740 
Gladstone, Arthur A., chief, branch, GS—14, $9,800 
Goeking, Charles E., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,940 
Gothard, Henry G., communications accountant, GS-12, $8,040 
Griffin, John W., public utilities specialist, GS—9, $5,310 
Grissett, Harry, communications accountant, GS—11, $6,140 
Guerard, John J., rate examiner, GS-12, $7,640 
Haehle, Gerald L., chief, branch, GS—13, $8,960 
Haven, Martin R., chief, branch, GS—14, $9,800 
Henry, Clarence, communications accountant, GS-12, $7,240 
Hersey, Richard, communications accountant, GS-9, $5,060 
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Jacobson, Vilma, communications accountant, GS—7, $4,330 
Jones, Ralph D., chief, branch, GS-14, $9,800 

Kaplan, Oscar, communications accountant, GS—11, $5,940 
Kent, Gordon J., administrative assistant, GS-11, $6,140 
Kerns, Josephine, tariff clerk, GS—7, $4,955 

Kimmick, Evan P., communications accountant, GS-11, $6,940 
Lambert, John R., chief, division, GS—15, $11,050 

Lane, Franklin M., tariff clerk, GS-7, $4,955 

Leach, Anna S§., business accountant, GS—7, $4,955 

Lesher, William, attorney-adviser, GS—12, $7,040 

Levy, Martin I., trial attorney, GS—12, $7,040 

Litzel, Bernard, communications accountant, GS—11, $6,940 
Kakela, Charles, field coordinator, GS—14, $10,600 

McGann, Frank T., communications accountant, GS—11, $6,140 
Miller, Fred H., valuation engineer, GS—12, $8,040 

Moloney, Helen J., communications accountant, GS—9, $5,310 
Nett, Raymond A., business accountant, GS—7, $4,580 
Niedermeyer, Hiram, communications accountant, GS-13, $8,960 
Ochs, Jack L., chief, branch, GS—13, $8,560 

O’Guin, Sydney L., chief, field office, GS—13, $8,560. 

Onory, Gabriel S., valuation engineer, GS-12, $7,440 
Overmyer, Paul V., valuation engineer, GS—11, $6,740 

Palik, Frank, electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,360 

Pearce, Fred R., communications accountant, GS—9, $5,935 
Peck, Frances V., public utilities specialist, GS—9 $5,810 
Penwitt, Frances, administrative assistant, GS—7, $4,455 

Perry, Faymond R., communications accountant, GS—9, $5,810 
Russ, John A., chief, branch, GS—14, $10,400 

Shumway, Noble C., electronic engineer, GS—12, $8,040 
Smith, H. Hewlett, communications accountant, GS—13, $8,360 
Smith, J. Russell, trial attorney, GS-13, $8,360 

Smith, John W., communications acccuntant, GS-11, $6,140 
Starns, John C., public utilities specialist, GS-12, $7,040 
Strassburg, Bernard, chief, branch, GS-14, $9,800 

Stromberg, Robert E., chief, division, GS—15, $11,050 

Stuart, F. Richard, communications Accountant, GS-9, $5,810 
Summerhays, Paul, chief, field office, GS—13, $8,960 

Svika, Henry J., valuation engineer, GS—12, $8,040 

Sweeney, John D., attorney-adviser, GS-11, $6,740 

Talentino, James, public utilities specialist, GS—11, $6,340 
Valicenti, Pasquale, attorney-adviser, GS-11, $6,740 

Way, Eugene I., communications accountant, GS—12, $7,640 
Werner, Seymour, communications accountant, GS-13, $8,360 
White, William M., communications accountant, GS-12, $7,040 
Wood, Russell M., communications accountant, GS-11, $6,340 
Woodward, Marion, chief, division, GS—15, $11,050 


SAFETY AND. SPECIAL RADIO SERVICES BUREAU 


Anello, Douglas, attorney-adviser, GS-13, $8,560 
Arnold, Daniel H., assistant chief, division, GS—14, $9,600 
Blooston, Arthur, attorney-adviser, GS—12, $7,040 
Boggan, Marie J., chief, section, GS—9, $5,185 

Brown, Robert T., electronic engineer, GS-12, $7,440 
Brownstein, Irving, assistant chief, division, GS-14, $9,600 
Chambers, Ezra, administrative assistant, GS—11, $5,940 
Cook, Frank W., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,340 
Delacroix, Alfred, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,440 
Evans, John R., chief, division, GS—15, $11,050 

Faul, Robert H., electronic engineer, GS-7, $4,330 
Fenton, Robert M., attorney-adviser, GS-12, $7,040 
Ferraro, Samuel, electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 

_. Floegel, Merle E., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Fonger, Charles, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Fulmer, John D., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
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Gentile, Frank, chief, branch, GS—9, $5,435 

Gillette, Kenneth G., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,740 
Grenfell, William S., electronic engineer, GS-13, $8,360 
Haijsman, Leo C., assistant chief, branch, GS-12, $7,240 
Haley, Violet L., attorney-adviser, GS-12, $7,040 
Hawthorne, William, electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,560 
Higginbotham, Charles, electronic engineer, GS-12, $7,040 
Hughes, Virginia, assistant chief, section, GS-7, $4,330 
Ikelman, George, electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,940 
Kiefaber, Paul W., assistant chief, section, GS—7, $4,705 
Krebs, William N., chief division, GS—15, $11,050 

Kyne, James T., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,340 
Landis, David S., attorney-adviser, GS-12, $7,040 
Looney, Howard C., assistant chief, division, GS—14, $10,400 
Loucks, Ivan H., assistant chief, division, GS—14, $9,600 
Luber, Helen D., chief, branch, GS—9, $5,060 

Manning, Louis M., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,140 
McCartney, Theodore, chief, section, GS-11, $6,740 
McCue, John J., electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,960 
McMahan, Myrtle, chief, branch, GS—9, $5,185 

Mitchell, Donald, assistant chief, division, GS—14, $9,600 
Myers, Esther M., assistant chief, branch, GS—7, $4,330 
Napoli, John S., assistant chief, division, GS-7, $4,205 
Nielsen, Glen E., chief, division, GS—15, $11,050 

Orr, Marshall S., chief, enforcement unit, GS—14, $9,800 
Percy, Robert W., chief, branch, GS—13, $8,960 

Peters, Duncan D., electronic engineer, GS-13, $8,360 
Richmond, Anne B., chief, branch, GS—9, $5,185 

Rogers, Anna Mae, organization and methods examiner, GS-9, $5,185 
Rollins, George, chief, division, GS-15, $11,050 

Runyan, Byron D., chief, branch, GS—9, $5,185 

Scheytt, Mary R., assistant chief, group, GS—7, $4,205 
Sherwood, Robert E., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,060 
Spillane, Lester, assistant chief, bureau, GS—15, $11,050 
Stark, Robert L., administrative officer, GS—13, $8,560 
Stottlemyer, Helen, assistant chief, branch, GS-7, $4,330 
Watkins, William, electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,360 
Weeks, Charles R., chief, division, GS—15, $11,050 
White, Edwin L., chief, bureau, GS-16, $12,200 

Wicker, John E., attorney-adviser, GS—11, $6,740 
Woodyard, Harold, electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,360 


BROADCAST BUREAU 


Alford, Robert H., chief, branch, GS—14, $9,600 
Anderson, Harold, chief, branch, GS—13, $9,160 
Aronson, Max H., attorney-adviser, GS—12, $7,240 
Ashenden, George, electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
Barr, James E., chief, division, GS—15, $11,050 

Beale, Willard J., electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
Bereznay, Joseph, communications accountant, GS-9, $5,810 
Beury, Herbert L., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,140 
Braden, Robert F., business accountant, GS—12, $7,840 
Braum, Cyril M., chief, division, GS—15, $11,050 

Child, Daniel K., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,140 
Cohen, Stanley B., attorney-adviser, GS-9, $5,060 
Coston, Earl G., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,140 
Cowperthwait, Hart, chief, branch, GS—14, $9,600 
Deibler, David H., attorney-adviser, GS-13, $9,360 
Deliar, Robert H., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,140 
Dixon, Julian T., electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,360 
Doane, John E., electronic engineer, GS—14, $9,600 
Douglas, Guy E., business accountant, GS-12, $7,840 
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Duckworth, Ephraim, electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,205 
Duncan, Paul B., electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
Feld, Arthur S., attorney-adviser, GS—9, $5,060 
Fitzpatrick, Thomas B., attorney-adviser, GS—11, $5,940 
Ford, Frederick, chief, division, GS—15, $11,050 

Foret, John B., busines accountant, GS—11, $6,740 
Garrett, Ralph H., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,340 
Geller, Henry, attorney-adviser, GS—11, $5,940 
Hackman, Edward, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,640 
Hanson, Clayton, electronie engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
Hanson, Otis T., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Herider, Ernest, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,540 
Hubbard, Marguerite, assistant chief, branch, BS—9, $5,810 
Hughes, Lavelle, administrative assistant, GS-11, $5,940 
Hunter, William, business accountant, GS-12, $7,040 
Hutton, Daniel B., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,540 
Tehl, Clara M., chief, branch, GS—11, $6,740 

Jacobson, Daniel, electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,360 
Jensen, William, attorney-adviser, GS—9, $5,060 
Johnson, Wallace, chief, branch, GS-14, $9,600 
Juntilla, James, attorney-adviser, GS-11, $5,940 
Kanode, Donald C., electronic engineer, GS-12, $7,040 
Kassens, Harold, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Kelley, Harold G., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,040 
Kirkevold, Chester, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,060 
Kittner, Joseph, assistant chief, bureau, GS—15, $11,050 
Kraushaar, David, attorney-adviser, GS—11, $6,940 
Leahy, Robert D., assistant chief, division, GS-13, $9,160 
Light, Louis, electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,360 
Longfellow, Bruce S., chief, branch, GS—13, $8,360 
Lynch, Edward P., electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
Mallyck, Eugene T., attorney-adviser, GS—12, $7,440 
Marston, Helen A., chief, section, GS-7, $4,955 

Martin, Agnes T., business accountant, GS—9, $5,060 
McClenning, Forrest, attorney-adviser, GS—12, $7,040 
McCullin, John P., electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
Nelson, Joseph N., chief, branch, GS—14, $9,600 
O'Donnell, John W., business accountant, GS—12, $7,040 
Opdyke, Albert P., attorney-adviser, GS—9, $5,060 
Padberg, Jerome, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,540 
Paglin, Max D., trial attorney, GS—13, $8,360 

Parker, MclIvor, L., electronic engineer, GS-12, $7,040 
Phillips, George, business accountant, GS-9, $5,810 
Plummer, Curtis, chief, Broadcast Bureau, GS—16, $12,200 
Powell, Walter R., chief, division, GS-15, $10,800 
Proctor, Quentin, chief, branch, GS-7, $4,205 

Rawson, Robert J., assistant chief, division, GS-14, $9,600 
Rein, Louis H., electronic engineer, GS-13, $8,360 
Rosebrough, John A., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,640 
Russell, Harold, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,060 
Saady, Samuel L., attorney-adviser, GS-7, $4,205 
Schaaff, Leroy, administrative officer, GS—14, $10,400 
Scheiner, Arthur, chief, division, GS-15, $10,800 
Schildhause, Sol, chief, branch, GS—14, $9,600 
Schulkind, Herbert, attorney-adviser, GS-12, $7,040 
Slattery, Viola, business accountant, GS-9, $5,185 
Stanley, Earl R., attorney-adviser, GS-12, $7,040 
Stephenson, John, business accountant, GS-12, $7,240 
Templeman, Melba, chief, section, GS-7, $4,330 

Toth, Frank, electronic engineer, GS—11, $5,940 
VanDyke, Margurite, chief, branch, GS-7, $4,580 
Warren, David W., attorney-adviser, GS-11, $5,940 
Weston, Robert G., electronic engineer, GS-14, $9,600 
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EMPLOYEES ON THE ROLLS OF THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION AT 
GRADE GS-7 oR ABOVE AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1955 


OFFICES OF THE COM MISSIONERS 


Barber, H. Earl, legal assistant to Commissioner, GS-15, $11,610 per annum 

Bartley, Robert, Commissioner, $15,000 per annum 

Campbell, William B., engineering assistant to Commissioner, GS-15, $11,880 
per annum 

Corbett, Isolene, secretary, GS-7, $5,060 per annum 

Doane, John E., engineer assistant to Commissioner, GS-15, $11,610 per annum 

Doerfer, John C., Commissioner, $15,000 per annum 

Eppley, Evelyn F., legal assistant to Commissioner, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 

Gowdy, Charles M., legal assistant to Chairman, GS-15, $11,610 per annum 

Henry, Everett, engineer assistant to Commissioner, GS-15, $11,880 per annum 

Hyde, Rosel H., Commissioner, $15,000 per annum 

Koppialky, Ruth, confidential assistant to Commissioner, GS-11, $6,820 per 
annum 

Koteen, Robert M., legal assistant to Commissioner, GS-15, $11,880 per annum 

Kreeger, Frances, confidential assistant to Commissioner, GS-0, $5,440 per 
annum 

Lee, Robert E., Commissioner, $15,000 per annum 

Mack, Richard A., Commissioner, $15,000 per annum 

McConaughey, George C., Chairman, $15,000 per annum 

McElroy, James B., engineer assistant to Commissioner, GS-15, $11,880 per 
annum 

MecGonigal, Farrell, confidential assistant to Commissioner, GS-11, $7,465 per 
annum 

Miller, Kenneth, engineer assistant to Commissioner, GS-15, $11,880 per annum 

Mohnkean, Pearl, secretary, GS-9, $5,710 per annum 

Moose, Mary L., secretary, GS-7, $5,470 per annum 

Morris, Harland, defense coordinator, GS—13, $10,065 per annum 

Nordness, Vera, administrative assistant, GS-9, $5,980 per annum 

O'Leary, Naomi L., secretary, GS-8, $5,375 per annum 

Paglin, Max D., legal assistant to Commissioner, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 

Pincock, Dee W., legal assistant to Commissioner, GS-15, $11,880 per annum 

Porter, Florence, administrative assistant, GS-9, $5,575 per annum 

Rogers, Christian E., Jr., engineer assistant to Commissioner, GS-15, $11,610 
per annum 

Siemien, Patricia C., confidential assistant to Commissioner, GS—11, $6,605 per 
annum 

Webster, Edward M., Commissioner, $15,000 per annum 

Welch, Katherine, confidential assistant to Commissioner, GS-11, $6,390 per 
annum 

Williams, David, legal assistant to Commissioner, GS—15, $11,610 per annum 


NETWORK STUDY 


Barrow, Roscoe L., consultant, $48.80 per diem when actually employed 
Bryant, Ashbrook, attorney-adviser, GS—14, $10,320 per annum 
Crocker, Ellis H., business accountant, GS-7, $4,795 per annum 
tadeh, Edward R., expert, GS—15, $11,610 per annum 
Gerlando, Peter, economist, GS—11, $6,390 per annum 
Goldin, Hyman, economist, GS-15, $12,150 per annum 
Markhan, Jesse W., expert, $48.80 per diem when actually employed 
Sandage, Charles H., marketing expert, GS-15, $12,690 per annum, when actually 
employed 
Tierney, James F., attorney-adviser, GS—14, $10,320 per annum 
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Ashenden, George, electronic engineer, GS-12, $7,570 per annum 
Berkemeyer, Donald, attorney-adviser, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 
Borum, Charles S., business accountant, GS-12, $8,215 per annum 
Conlin, John H., attorney-adviser, GS-7, $5,335 per annum 
Fitzgerald, John, Chief of office, GS-15, $11,610 per annum 
Guenther, W. W., attorney-adviser, GS-13, $10,065 per annum 
Hodges, Raymond, attorney-adviser, GS-9, $5,440 per annum 
Holtz, Edgar W., assistant chief of office, GS-14, $10,320 per annum 
McClenning, Forrest, attorney-adviser, GS-13, $8,990 per annum 
McKenzie, Edward, attorney-adviser, GS—12, $8,215 per annum 
Mobley, Sarah A., attorney-adviser, GS—9, $5,440 per annum 
Noguchi, H., electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 
Schuch, Paul W., attorney-adviser, GS-9, $5,440 per annum 
Slone, Horace E., electronic engineer, GS—14, $10,750 per annum 
Warren, David W., attorney-adviser, GS—13, $8,990 per annum 


OFFICE OF HEARING EXAMINERS 


3ond, Jay D., hearing examiner, GS-15, $11,880 per annum 
Cooper, Basil P., hearing examiner, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 
Cunningham, James D., chief hearing examiner, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 
Donahue, Thomas, hearing examiner, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 

Huntting, Annie, hearing examiner, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 
Hutchinson, Hugh, hearing examiner, GS-15, $11,880 per annum 

Irion, H. Gifford, hearing examiner, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 

Sharfman, Herbert, hearing examiner, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 

Smith, Elizabeth, hearing examiner, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 


OFFICE OF REPORTS AND INFORMATION 


Gillingham, George, information officer, GS—13, $10,280 per annum 
Lindo, Salina M., assistant chief of office, GS—11, $6,390 per annum 
Melton, Eva O., information editorial specialist, GS—7, $5,335 per annum 


OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 


Adams, George H., organization and methods examiner, GS-11, $7,465 per 
annum 

dams, Myrtle L., voucher examiner, GS—7, $5,470 per annum 

Ballard, James W., budget examiner, GS—12, $8,430 per annum 

Cox, Robert W., executive officer, GS—15, $12,150 per annum 

Davis, Walter S., records manager, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 

Depser, Robert, chief, section, GS-7, $5,200 per annum 

Foster, Pauline, chief, branch, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 

Hatfield, Gilbert H., personnel officer, GS—13, $10,065 per annum 

Hislop, Bertie E., methods examiner, GS—7, $4,795 per annum 

Hunt, Morton Z., chief, branch, GS-8, $5,510 per annum 

Johnson, Andrew, organization and methods examiner, GS—9, $5,980 per annum 
Klemann, Rose B., placement clerk, GS—9, $5,710 per annum 

Leibowitz, Michael, chief, branch, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 

Levan, Frances F., assistant chief, branch, GS-11, $6,390 per annum 

Martin, Raymond, tabulating project planner, GS—9, $5,980 per annum 
Schauer, Henry R., record analyst, GS-7, $4,795 per annum 

Sheehy, Paul, administrative officer, GS—12, $7,795 per annum 

Sisson, Mary B., budget analyst, GS-9, $5,845 per annum 

Solan, Richard F., assistant to executive officer, GS-12, $7,785 per annum 
Stewart, Eric G., planning officer, GS—14, $10,750 per annum 

White, Walter W., administrative officer, GS—10, $6,725 per annum 
-Wilson, Hazel C., chief, section, GS—7, $5,065 per annum 

Wiltshire, Pansy, personnel assistant, GS—12, $8,645 per annum 

Zerener, Laura T., organization and methods examiner, GS-9, $5,980 per annum 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


Blaine, Jessie R., chief, division, GS—9, $5,845 per annum 

Boerckel, George, assistant chief, division, GS—9, $5,710 per annum 
Clark, Helen A., chief, division, GS—11, $7,035 per annum 

Grimes, Barbara, assistant chief division, GS—9, $5,710 per annum 
Hutchison, Elizabeth, assistant chief division, GS—7, $5,335 per annum 
Hutterly, Ann E., chief, division, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 

Kent, Gordon J., administrative assistant, GS-11, $7,035 per annum 
Langston, Mabel, librarian, GS—7, $5,065 per annum 

Lunders, Catherine, administrative assistant, GS—7, $4,660 per annum 
Massing, William, assistant secretary, GS-13, $10,065 per annum 
Miller, Charles, chief, branch, GS—7, $5,065 per annum 

Morris, Mary J., secretary, GS-14, $10,535 per annum 

Smith, Charlotte, chief, division, GS—9, $6,250 per annum 

Sprague, Mary E., chief, division, GS—7, $5,335 per annum 

Steeley, Roy C., assistant project planner, GS—7, $4,525 per annum 
Thomas, Joseph G., project planner, GS-9, $5,845 per annum 

Todd, Rolland E., project planner, GS—9, $5,845 per annum 

Waple, Ben F., assistant chief, GS—7, $5,335 per annum 


OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ENGINEER 


Allen, Edward W., chief engineer, GS—16, $13,330 per annum 
Andersen, Adolph, chief, branch, GS-13, $9,205 per annum 
Anderson, Harold, chief, branch, GS—13, $10,065 per annum 

Boese, William C., assistant chief enginer, GS—15, $12,150 per annum 
Bradley, William, chief, branch, GS—14, $10,535 per anum 

Brooks, Charles, electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 
Burris, Frank J., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 
Carey, Roger B., electronic engineer, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Cave, Thomas B., electronic engineer, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Chapin, Edward W.., assistant chief engineer, GS—15, $12,150 per annum 
Cooper, David O., electronic engineer, GS-13, $8,990 per annum 
Craig, Albert C., electronic scientist, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 
Damelin, Jack, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 
Davis, Elton D., electronic engineer, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Deitz, Jules, electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 

Dixon, Julian T., electronic engineer, GS—14, $10,535 per annum 
Dybing, Hannah M., chief, section, GS—9, $5,440 per annum 
EKichel, Joseph H., electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,990 per annum 
Esgar, F. Vernon, electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,990 per annum 
Fernane, James, electronic engineer, GS-12, $8,000 per annum 
Fine, Harry, chief, branch, GS—14, $10,535 per annum 

Floyd, Ruby F., administrative assistant, GS—7, $4,930 per annum 
Garlan, Herman, el: ctronic engineer, GS—14, $10,535 per annum 
Glunt, E. Merle, assistant chief, branch, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 
Hanyok, Joseph, electronic engineer, GS—11, $7,035 per annum 
Hedrick, Kenneth, electronic engineer, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Heron, Thomas L., electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 
Holaday, Donald, electronic engineer, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Holliday, Fred, electronic engineer, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Homsy, James A., electronic engineer, GS—12, $8,215 per annum 
Johnson, Car! A., assistant chief, branch, GS-13, $9,420 per annum 
Knight, John E., electronic scientist, GS—7, $5,065 per annum 
Kreis, Albert L., chief, branch, GS—12, $8,860 per annum 

Levens, Leo M., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 
Lines, Sidney R., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,570 per annum 
Linx, Robert. D., electronic engineer, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 
McIntosh, Albert, assistant chief engineer, GS-15, $12,150 per annum. 
Middlekamp, Lawrence C., chief, branch, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 
Mobley, Milton C., chief, branch, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 

Myers, Esther M., chief, section, GS—9, $5,440 per annum 

Myers, Saul M., assistant chief, branch, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 
North, William L., chief, branch, GS—14, $10,535 per annum 
Oswald, Johanna, assistant chief, section, GS—7, $5,335 per annum 
Peele, Braxton L., cartographer, GS-9, $6,250 per annum 
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Perry, Neva B., assistant chief, section, GS-7, $5,335 per annum 
Reniere, Emile R., electronic engineer, GS-12, $7,785 per annum 
Renton, Ralph J., electronic engineer, GS-15, $12,150 per annum 
Roberts, Willmar, assistant chief, division, GS—14, $10,535 per annum 
Shinn, Everett N., electronic scientist, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Simpson, Virgil, assistant chief engineer, GS-15, $12,150 per annum 
Skrivseth, Arnold G., assistant chief, division, GS—14, $10,535 per annum 
Stelzenmuller, George, chief, branch, GS—14, $10,535 per annum 

Taft, John M., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 
Thelemann, Ernest C., electronic engineer, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 
Tosch, Robert L., electronic engineer, GS-13, $9,205 per annuam 
Waldo, George V., electronic engineer, GS-13, $9,205 per annum 
Watkins, William, assistant chief, division, GS—14, $10,535 per annum 
West, Glenn E., electronic engineer, GS—13, $10,065 per annum 
Willoughby, John assistant chief engineer, GS-15, $11,610 per annum 


OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 


Baker, Warren E., general counsel, GS—16, $13,115 per annum 

Bauer, William H., patent adviser, GS-14, 511,610 per annum 

Geller, Henry, trial attorney, GS—13, $8,990 per annum 

Greenburg, Robert, attorney adviser, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 
Hautanen, Edward, trial attorney, GS-9, $5,440 per annum 

Henley, J. Smith, assistant general counsel, GS-15, $11,880 per annum 
Ohlbaum, Daniel, trial attorney, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 

Omalley, John J., trial attorney, GS-7, 34,525 per annum 

Robertson, Douglas D., attorney adviser, GS—7, $4,525 per annum 

Saxl, Erich, chief, branch, GS-13, $9,420 per annum 

Smoot, Charles E., assistant general counsel, GS-15, $11,610 per annum 
Solomon, Richard, assistant general counsel, GS—15, $12,150 per annum 


FIELD ENGINEERING AND MONITORING BUREAU 


Aaron, John J., assistant engineer in charge, GS-9, $6,250 per annum 
Ablowich, Dave, assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $7,680 per annum 
Anderson, Allan, electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,820 per annum 
Anderson, George, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,385 per annum 
Apple, Marion E., electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,520 per annum 
Arbachiauskas, A., electronic engineer, GS-7, $5,335 per annum 
Arlowe, Herbert, engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,645 per annum 

Atems, Edward, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,250 per annum 

Bahlay, Andrew, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 
Banks, Russell W., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,845 per annum 
Barnard, Harry F., electronic engineer, GS-7, $5,200 per annum 
Batcheller, Arthur, engineer in charge, GS-13, $10,280 per annum 
Beagle, Merrill, communications watch officer, GS-7, $5,335 per annum 
Beater, George, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,385 per annum 

Beebe, Lyle H., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,980 per annum 

Bennett, Edward, engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,645 per annum 
Bennett, John L., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,845 per annum 
Beringer, Paul J., electronic engineer, GS—7, $5,200 per annum 
Berkowitz, Benjamin, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,845 per annum 
Birnbaum, David, electronic engineer, GS—7, $5,065 per annum 

Blair, Henri J., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,250 per annum 

Bloss, Clarence, electronic engineer, GS-7, $5,065 per annum 

Boll, Richard W., assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $7,035 per annum 
Borsi, Peter N., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,250 per annum 

Bourell, Harold, electronic engineer, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 
Bowersox, Karl C., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,250 per annum 
Brewer, Henry L., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,710 per annum 

Brodie, Alfred H., chief, section, GS—12, $8,645 per annum 

Brooks, Garold L., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,440 per annum 

Brooks, Harold R., electronic engineer, GS—7, $4,930 per annum 
Browne, Clark W., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,440 per annum 
Burke, Arthur R., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6.385 per annum 
Burson, Charles, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,385 per annum 
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Burt, Claudius P., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,520 per annum 

Callies, Elmer E., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,385 per annum 

Caplen, Arthur I., chief, branch, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 

Chilson, Lewis D., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,385 per annum 

Cline, Arthur T., engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,250 per annum 

Clyne, William E., engineer in charge, GS-11, $7,465 per annum 
Coburn, Eric D., engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,820 per annum 

Cohen, Hyman A., engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,645 per annum 
Corridon, Mary E., assistant chief, branch, GS-8, $5,645 per annum 
Cotton, Richard, electronic engineer, GS-11, $7,680 per annum 

Crews, John W., electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,250 per annum 
Cullumber, Gyle, electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,250 per annum 

Darling, Claude, electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,250 per annum 

Dawson, Lee R., regional manager, GS-13, $10,065 per annum 

Day, Raymond L., engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,390 per annum 
Debardeleben, John, assistant chief, division, GS-13, $8,990 per annum 
Devoe, Harold D., engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,570 per annum 

Dietsch, Robert, assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,820 per annum 
Donahue, Darra H., assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 
Doorakian, George, electronic engineer, GS—11, $7,250 per annum 
Dreier, Walter A., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,590 per annum 
Dubuclet, Sedonio, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,845 per annum 
Dunphey, Henry B., engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,645 per annum 
Fenner, Paul R., engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,680 per annum 

Fish, Arthur S8., engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,680 per annum 

Flood, Lester C., project assistant, GS-7, $4,795 per annum 

Flynn, John F., assistant engineer in charge, GS—9, $5,710 per annum 
Forsyth, Edwin G., assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,680 per annum 
Franklin, George, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 

Galins, Ernest J., assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Gallaher, Harold, engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,430 per annum 

Garoutte, Harry, engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 

George, Warren D. electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,980 per annum 

Gilbert, Arthur, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,980 per annum 

tilfoy, James E., assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,680 per annum 
Gilligan, Paul W., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,845 per annum 

yoldberg, William, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,710 per annum 

George, Warren D., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,980 per annum 
Greenberg, Lewis, communications watch officer, GS—7, $5,335 per annum 
Gromacki, Chester J., assistant engineer in charge, GS-9, $5,575 per annum 
Hallienstein, Nathan, engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,645 per annum 
Hallock, Joseph H., engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,000 per annum 
Hammond, Walter, electronic engineer, GS-11, $7,250 per annum 
Hampton, Paul F., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,115. per annum. 
Hartley, Benjamin, electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,845 per annum. 
Hastings Lawrence, electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,385 per annum. 
Hayes, Harold D., engineer in charge, GS-13, $10,065 per annum. 
Heiser, Edwin S., engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,645 per annum. 

Hensel Arnold W., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,710 per annun 
Herndon, Paul H., regional manager, GS-14, $10,320 per annum. 
Hodges, John S. engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,605 per annum. 

Hoffert, William J., engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,860 per annum. 

Hoke, Vergne L., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,820 per annum. 
Holloway Paul A., engineer in charge, GS-11, $7,250 per annum. 
Holmes, Alvin C. chief, section, GS—12, $7,785 per annum. 

Hopwood, William, electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,385 per annum. 
Howard Gerald M., engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,000 per annum. 
Howell, Walter J., electronic engineer, GS-11, $7,680 per annum. 
Hudson, Clarence, assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,820 per annum. 
Hurwitz, Irving, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,115 per annum. 

Jason, Albert, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,115 per annum. 

Johnson Anna M., budget analyst, GS-7, $5,470 per annum. 

Johnson, Arthur, engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,430 per annum. 

Johnson, Hobart assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,820 per annum, 
Johnson, William D., engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,645 per annum. 
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Jorquera, Louis, electronic engineer, GS-7, $5,335 per annum. 

Kangas, Toivo E., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,845 per annum. 

Keefe, Francis, chief, branch, GS-9, $5,710 per annum. 

Kemper, John P., electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,250 per annum. 

Keyes, Henry J., assistant engineer in charge, GS—9, $5,440 per annum. 
Kinnear, Lloyd, electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,385 per annum. 

Kiser, William L., electronic engineer, GS—11, $7,465 per annum, 

Klein, Carl M., electronic engineer ,GS—7, $5,335 per annum. 

Klein, Eugene W., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,440 per annum. 

Kleist, Alfred H., engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,645 per annum. 

Koftke, Clark F., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,980 per annum. 
Kratokvil Frank, chief, division, GS-15, $11,880 per annum. 

Kurdeka, John L., engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,250 per annum. 
Landry, Ney R., assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,605 per annum. 
Landsburg, R. A., engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,860 per annum. 
Lawrence, Adelbert, engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,680 per annum. 

Lee, Emery H. regional manager, GS-14, $10,535 per annum. 

Linden, Bernard, engineer in charge, GS—13, $10,065 per annum. 
Looney, Howard C., assistant chief, division, GS—14, $11,395 per annum. 
Lorenzen, Ivan T., engineer in charge, GS—11, $6,820 per annum. 
Luedtke, Arthur, assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,465 per annum. 
Lyman, Isadore P., electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,385 per annum. 

Macey, Rudolph J., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,845 per annum. 
Marshall, Everett H., assistant chief, division, GS—12, $8,000 per annum. 
Martin, Glen E., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,980 per annum. 

Martin, John R., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,980 per annum. 

Maxson, Roy R., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,520 per annum. 
McAllister, John, attorney adviser, GS—138, $9,420 per annum. 

McCabe, Louis L., engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,645 per annum. 
McCann, Francis, assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, 56,820 per annum 
McCubbin, Elson, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,385 per annum 
McDonell, William J., regional manager, GS-14, $10,320 per annum 
McKinney, Joe H., regional manager, GS—14, 10,535 per annum 

McLeod, George R., engineer in charge ,GS—12, $8,860 per annum 
Moffatt, James E., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,385 per annum 

Moren, James H., electronic engineer, GS—9,$5,980 per annum 

Murray, Donald A., engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,680 per annum 

Neeb, Chalmer H., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Nicholson, Wilford, electronic engineer, GS—7, $5,605 per annum 
Norman, Stacy W., chief, division, GS14, $10,750 per annum 

Nuhn, Car! T., chief, branch, GS-12, $7,785 per annum 

Paulisen, Henry, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Peringer, Paul, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,250 per annum 

Petersen, Earle, electronic enginer, GS—9, $6,385 per annum 

Petersen, John C., electronic enigneer, GS—11, $7,250 per annum 

Phelps, Roger E., engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,645 per annum 

Phillips, Robert A., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,385 per annum 
Polityka, Alex A., electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,385 per annum 

Preston, Kenneth, engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,035 per annum 

Quynn, Lloyd S§., electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,520 per annum 

Rawls, Herschel, assistant engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 
Reves, John L., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,845 per annum 

Richmand, Harold, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,250 per annum. 

Ritter, Alfred L., engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,570 per annum 

Roberts, Kenneth, assistant engineer in charge ,GS-—11, $6,820 per annum 
Robinson, Alfred, engineer in charge, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 

Sanders, Edward, engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,430 per annum 

Sanders, James B., administrative assistant, GS-7, $5,845 per annum 
Savold, Warren -O., antenna analyst, GS-9, $5,980, per annum 

Scanlon, J. Patrick, engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,245 per annum 
Schaeffer, John, electronic engineer, GS—7, $5,200. per annum 
Schiffmann, Russell, assistant engineer in charge, GS-9, $5,845 per annum 
Shay, Francis E., electronic engineer, GS—10, $6,185 per annum 
Shumway, Noble C., electronie engineer, GS-12, $8,860 per annum 
Simms, Walter C., electronic engineer, GS-7, $5,470 per annum 
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Simpson, William, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,520 per annum 

Skov, Jens I., assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $7,465, per annum 

Sloan, Francis V., engineer in charge, GS-12, $8,860 per annum 

Smart, Stanley N., clerk, GS-7, $4,795 per annum 

Smith, J. Lee, electronic engineer, GS-11, $7,085 per annum 

Spencer, Carolus, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,250 per annum 

Standish, Arnold, electronic engineer, GS-7, $5,335 per annum 

Stolberg, Elton, electronic engineer, GS-7, $5,065 per annum 

Stratton, Robert, assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $7,465 per anuum 

Sunderland, Everett, electronic engineer, GS-9, $6,115 per annum 

Tardif, Raymond, assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $6,605 per annum 

Tate, Theodore H., assistant engineer in charge, GS-11, $7,680 per annum 

Thompson, Homer, engineer in charge, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 

Turner, George S., Chief, Field Engineering and Monitoring Bureau, GS-16, 
$12,900 per annum 

Tuttle, Leroy H., electronic engineer, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 

Vittum, Melvin S., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,250 per annum 

Wagner, Tom B., engineer in charge, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 

Wallace, Walter, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,845 per annum 

Weidner, Hal S., electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,440 per annum 

Weston, Irving L., chief, division, GS—14, $10,750 per annum 

Wickenkamp, Floyd W., chief, branch, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 

Wiebers, Robert, assistant engineer in charge, GS-9, $5,845 per annum 

Willey, Eldridge, electronic engineer, GS-9, $5,880 per annum 

Williams, Charles R., electronic engineer, GS—9, $5,980 per annum 

Wilson, Carl M., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,520 per annum 

Wilson, Vernon K., engineer in charge, GS-11, $7,680 per annum 

Wiltse, George V., electronic engineer, GS—14, $10,535 per annum 

Wood, Ernest W., electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,520 per annum 

Wright, Sherman, electronic engineer, GS-11, $7,035 per annum 

Zetekoff, Alfred, electronic engineer, GS—9, $6,250 per annum 


COMMON CARRIER BUREAU 


Affanasiev, Kosmo J., chief, branch, GS—14, $10,965 per annum 
Anderson, John W., chief, branch, GS—7, $5,065 per annum 

Baker, H. Leroy, communications accountant, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Barnhart, Nelson, business accountant, GS—7, $5,200 per annum 

Betts, Margaret, public utilities specialist, GS—7, $5,335 per annum 
Buckley, Jack E., chief, field office, GS—14, $11,395 per annum 

Burkhard, Richard, communications accountant, GS-11, $7,465 per annum 
Bushnell, Curtis, assistant chief, bureau, GS-15, $12,420 per annum 
Carlisle, Nelson, rate examiner, GS—9, $6,520 per annum 

Carpenter, Allen, communications accountant, GS-9, $6,520 per annum 
Casseen, John R., rate examiner, GS-9, $5,980 per annum 

Clary, James H., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,390 per annum 

Clinard, Noah D., communications accountant, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 
Clinkscales, Edward, electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 
Conley Lillian, secretary (translator), GS-7, $5,335 per annum 

Conn, Robert E., attorney adviser, GS—11, $6,390 per annum 

Corkill, John F., electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 

Cote, Leo W., communications accountant, GS-12, $8,215 per annum 
Cowgill, Harold, chief, bureau, GS—16, $12,900 per annum 

Defrancia, Elmer, communications accountant, GS—11, $6,390 per annum 
Dugan, Parks, communications accountant, GS-12, $8,215 per annum 
Durgin, Irene M., administrative officer, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 

Ende, Asher H., chief, branch, GS—14, $10,965 per annum 

Ferro, Lenah J., chief, branch, GS—9, $6,115 per annum 

Fisher, Gerald 8., attorney adviser, GS-7, $4,525 per annum 
Giammatteo, Joseph, communications accountant, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 
Gladstone, Arthur A., chief, branch, GS—14, $10,965 per annum 

Goeking, Charles, electronic engineer, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 
Gothard, Henry G., communications accountant, GS—12, $8,860 per annum 
Griffin, John W., public utilities specialist, GS—9, $6,115 per annum 
Guerard, John J., rate examiner, GS-12, $8,645 per annum 
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Haehle, Gerald L., chief, branch, GS—13, $10,065 per annum 

Harrison, Byron, attorney adviser, GS-9, $5,710 per annum 

Haven, Martin R., chief, branch, GS—14, $10,965 per annum 

Henderson, Lester A., assistant chief, division, GS—13, $8,990 per annum 
Henry, Clarence, communications accountant, GS-12, $8,000 per annum 
Hersey, Richard, communications accountant, GS—11, $6,390 per annum 
Jacobson, Vilma, tariff examiner, GS—7, $5,200 per annum 

Jones, Ralph D., chief, branch, GS—14, $10,965 per annum 

Kaplan, Oscar, communications accountant, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Kerns, Josephine, tariff clerk, GS—7, $5,335 per annum 

Kimmick, Evan P., communications accountant, GS—11, $7,680 per annum 
Lambert, John R., chief, division, GS—15, $12,420 per annum 

Lane, Franklin, tariff clerk, GS-7, $5,335 per annum 

Lang, Edward T., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 

Leach, Anna S., business accountant, GS-7, $5,335 per annum 

Lesher, William, trial attorney, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 

Litzel, Bernard, communications accountant, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Makela, Charles, field coordinator, GS—14, $11,395 per annum 

Martin, Agnes T., business accountant, GS—7, $5,335 per annum 

McGann, Frank T., communications accountant, GS-12, $7,785 per annum 
Miller, Fred H., valuation engineer, GS—12, $8,645 per annum 

Moloney, Helen, communications accountant, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 
Nett, Raymond A., communications accountant, GS-9, $5,710 per annum 
Niedermeyer, Hiram, chief, field office, GS—13, $10,065 per annum 
Nordberg, John J., chief, division, GS—15, $12,150 per annum 

O’Brien, Robert M., business accountant, GS—7, $4,660 per annum 

Ochs, Jack L., chief, branch, GS—13, $9,635 per annum 

O’Donnell, John W., communications utilities accountant, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 
Oguin, Sydner L., chief, branch, GS—14, $7,785 per annum 

Onory, Gabriel S., valuation engineer, GS—12, $8,430 per annum 
Overmyer, Paul V., valuation engineer, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 

Palik, Frank, electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 

Pearce, Fred R., communications accountant, GS-9, $6,520 per annum 
Peck, Frances V., public utilities specialist, GS—9, $6,250 per annum 
Penwitt, Frances, administrative assistant, GS-7, $5,200 per annum 
Perry, Raymond R., communications accountant, GS-11, $6,605 per annum 
Roseman, Abbott, attorney adviser, GS—9, $5,440 per annum 

Russ, John A., chief, branch, GS—14, $11,395 per annum 

Slattery, Viola, business accountant, GS-7, $5,335 per annum 

Smith, H. Hewlett, communications accountant, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 
Smith, J. Russell, trial attorney, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 

Smith, John W., communications accountant, GS—11, $7,035 per annum 
Starns, John C., public utilities specialist, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Strassburg, Bernard, chief, branch, GS—14, $10,965 per annum 

Stromberg, Robert E., chief, division, GS—15, $12,420 per annum 
Summerhays, Paul, chief, field office, GS—13, $10,065 per annum 

Sweeney, John D., attorney adviser, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 

Talentino, James, public utilities specialist, GS—11, $7,250 per annum 
Watson, Waleska, communications accountant, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Way, Eugene I., communications accountant, GS—12, $8,645 per annum 
Werner, Seymour, communications accountant, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 
White, William M., communications accountant, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 
Wood, Russell M., communications accountant, GS-11, $7,250 per annum 
Woodward, Marion, chief, division, GS—15, $12,420 per annum 


SAFETY AND SPECIAL RADIO SERVICES BUREAU 


Anello, Douglas, attorney adviser, GS—14, $10,535 per annum 

Arnold, Daniel H., assistant chief, division, GS—14, $10,750 per annum 

Bergeron, Kenneth L., organization and methods examiner, GS—7, $5,335 per 
annum 

Boggan, Marie J., chief, section, GS—9, $5,980 per annum 

Brown, Robert T., electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 

Brownstein, Irving, assistant chief, division, GS—14, $10,750 

Brownstein, Irving, assistant chief, division, GS—14, $10,750 per annum 

Brumbaugh, Joseph W., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,390 per annum 





814 FEDERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 


SAFETY AND SPECIAL RADIO SERVICES BUREAU—continued 


Chambers, Ezra, administrative assistant, GS-11, $6,820 per annum 
Chambers, Julia, assistant chief, branch, GS-7, $4,520 per annum 
Child, Daniel K., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 

Cook, Frank W., electronic engineer, GS—11, $7,250 per annum 
Decline, Rosamond B., assistant chief, branch, GS-7, $4,660 per annum 
Delacroix, Alford A., electronic engineer, GS-12, $8,430 per annum 
Depont, Maurice, attorney adviser, GS—9, $5,440 per annum 

Evans, John R., chief, division, GS-15, $12,420 per annum 

Fenton, Robert M., attorney adviser, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Ferraro, Samuel, electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,820 per annum 
Floegel, Merle E., electronic engineer, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Fonger, Charles, electronic engineer, GS-12, $8,000 per annum 
Fulmer, John D., electronic engineer, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Gentile, Frank, chief, branch, GS-9, $6,250 per annum 

Gillette, Kenneth G., electronic engineer, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 
Giovannetti, Edward, chief, section, GS—7, $4,660 per annum 
Grenfell, William S., electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 
Haijsman, Leo C., assistant chief, branch, GS-12, $8,215 per anum 
Haley, Villet L., attorney adviser, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Hawthorne, William, electronic engineer, GS-13, $9,685 per annum 
Hayes, Hilary H., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum. 
Higginbotham, Charles, electronic engineer, GS-12, $8,000 per annum 
Hughes, Virginia, chief, section, GS—9, $5,440 per annum 

Ikelman, George, electronic engineer, GS-11, $7,465 per annum 
Jensen, William, attorney adviser, GS—13, $8,990 per annum 
Kiefaber, Paul W., assistant chief, section, GS—7, $5,335 per annum 
Kittner, Joseph, assistant chief, bureau, GS-15, $12,420 per annum 
Kolsky, Leonard, attorney adviser, GS-7, $4,525 per annum 

Krebs, William N., chief, division, GS—15, $12,420 per annum 

Kyne, James T., electronic engineer, GS-12, $7,785 per annum 
Landis, Davis S., attorney adviser, GS-13, $8,990 per annum 

Lewis, J. Bowker, electronic engineer, GS-11, $7,680 per annum 
Louicks, Ivan H., assistant chief, division, GS—14, $10,750 per annum 
Luber, Helen D., chief, branch, GS—9, $5,845 per annum 

Machlin, Arthur, electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,605 per annum 
Manning, Louis M., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,820 per annum 
McCartney, Theodore, chief, section, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 
McCue, John J., electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,850 per annum 
McMahan, Myrtle, chief, branch, GS-9, $5,980 per annum 

Mitchell, Donald, assistant chief, division, GS-14, $10,750 per annum 
Napoli, John S., assistant chief, division, GS-7, $4,930 per annum 
Nielsen, Glen E., chief, division, GS-15, $12,420 per annum 

Orr, Marshall S., chief, enforcement unit, GS—15, $11,880 per annum 
Percy, Robert W., chief, branch, GS-13, $10,065 per annum 

Peters, Duncan D., electronic engineer, GS-13, $9,420 per annum 
Plummer, Curtis, chief, bureau, GS-16, $13,545 per annum 

Richey, Alva J., attorney adviser, GS-9, $5,440 per annum 

Richmond, Anne B., chief, branch, GS-9, $5,980 per annum 

Robinson, John T., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,390 per annum 
Rogers, Anna Mae, organization and methods examiner, GS-9, $5,845 per annum 
Rollins, George, chief, division, GS-15, $12,420 per annum 

Sherwood, Robert E., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 
Spring, Vernon, attorney adviser, GS—11, $6,390 per annum 

Stark, Robert L., administrative officer, GS—13, $9,635 per annum 
Stottlemyer, Helen, assistant chief, branch, GS-7, $5,065 per annum 
Svanas, Agnes P., assistant chief, branch, GS-7, $4,660 per annum 
Weeks, Charles R., chief, division, GS—14, $10,965 per annum 
Woodyard, Harold, electronic engineer, GS-13, $9,420 per annum 


BROADCAST BUREAU 


Alford, Robert H., chief, branch, GS-14, $10,750 per annum 
Aronson, Max H., attorney adviser, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Barr, James E., assistant chief, bureau, GS-15, $12,420 per annum 
Barrick, Clinton, electronic engineer. GS-11, $6,605 per annum 
Bass, John H., trial s:tterney, GS-11, $6,605 per annum 
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Beale, Willard J., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Bereznay, Joseph, business accountant, GS-9, $6,250 per annum 
Beury, Herbert L., electronic engineer, GS-11, $7,035 per annum 
Braden, Robert F., business accountant, GS-12, $8,645 per annum 
Brown, Edward J., trial attorney, GS-13, $9,205 per annum 

Bunn, Estelle J., administrative assistant, GS—7, $5,065 per annum 
Colby, Lauren A., attorney adviser, GS-7, $4,525 per annum 
Coston, Earl G., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,820 per annum 
Cowperthwait, Hart, chief, division, GS-15, $11,610 per annum 
Cross, Philip 8., attorney adviser, GS-9, $5,440 per annum 

Dellar, Robert H., electronic engineer, GS—11, $7,035 per annum 
Douglas, Guy E., business accountant, GS-12, $8,645 per annum 
Duncan, Paul B., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Elliott, John P., trial attorney, GS-12, $8,000 per annum 

Ely, Richard E., trial attorney, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 

Faust, James E., attorney adviser, GS-9, $5,440 per annum 

Fine, Irwin, general economist, GS—11, $7,465 per annum 
Fitzpatric, Thomas, trial attorney, GS—12, $7,570 per annum 
Foret, John B., business accountant, GS-12, $7,785 per annum 
Frederick, C. J., trial attorney, GS-13, $10,065 per annum 

Garrett, Ralph H., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 
Hackman, Edward, electronic engineer, GS-12, $8,645 per annum 
Hadlock, Gerald, attorney adviser, GS-12, $7,785 per annum 
Hanson, Clayton, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,570 per annum 
Hanson, Otis T., electronic engineer, GS-13, $9,205 per annum 
Heister, Clarence F., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,605 per annum 
Herider, Ernest, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 
Hubbard, Marguerite, assistant chief, branch, GS—9, $6,250 per annum 
Hughes, Lavelle, administrative assistant, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Hunter, William, business accountant, GS—12, $8,000 per annum 
Hutton, Daniel B., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 
Tehl, Clara M., chief, branch, GS-11, $7,465 per annum 

Jacobson, Daniel, electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 
Johnson, Wallace, chief, branch, GS—14, $10,750 per annum 
Kanode, Donald C., electronic engineer, GS-12, $7,785 per annum 
Kassens, Harold, chief, branch, GS—13, $9,205 per anuum 
Kaufman Lynne A., attorney adviser, GS-11, $6,605 per annum 
Kelley, Harold G., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 
Kenehan, Edward, chief, bureau, GS—16, $12,900 per annum 
Kirkevold, Chester, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 
Kraushaar, David, attorney adviser, GS—13, $8,990 per annum 
Leahy, Robert D., business accountant, GS-14, $10,535 per annum 
Levy, Martin I., attorney adviser, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 

Light, Louis, electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 
Longfellow, Bruce A., chief, branch, GS—14, $10,320 per annum 
Lynch, Edward P., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Mallyck, Eugene T., attorney adviser, GS—13, $9,205 per annum 
Marston, Helen A., chief, section, GS-7, $5,470 per annum 
McCullin, John P., electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 
Mills, Harry A., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Morris, Cedric G., electronic engineer, GS-7, $5,065 per annum 
Murphy, Glenn F., business accountant, GS-9, $6,250 per annum 
Nelson, Joseph N., chief, branch, GS-14, $10,750 per annum 

Ochs, Robert C., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 
Padberg, Jerome, electronic engineer, GS—12, $7,785 per annum 
Parker, McIvor L., electronic engineer, GS—13, $8,990 per annum 
Paul, Ray R., trial attorney, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 

Phillips, George, business accountant, GS—11, $6,390 per annum 
Proctor, Quentin, chief, branch. GS-7, $4,980 per annum 

Rawson, Robert, assistant chief, division, GS—14, $10,750 per annum 
Rein, Louis H., electronic engineer, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 
Roseborough, John A., electronic engineer, GS-12. $8,645 per annum 
Russell, Harold, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 
Saady, Samuel L., attorney adviser, GS—11, $6,390 per annum 
Schaaff, Leroy, administrative officer, GS-14, $11,395 per annum 
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BROADCAST BUREAU—continued 


Schildhause, Sol, chief, branch, GS—14, $10,750 per annum 

Schissel, Arthur, attorney adviser, GS—11, $6,390 per annum 
Schulkind, Herbert, assistant chief, division, GS—14, $10,320 per annum 
Sheridan, James, assistant chief, division, GS—13, $9,635 per annum 
Stephens, Louis, attorney adviser, GS—13, $9,420 per annum 
Stephenson, John, business accountant, GS—12, $8,215 per annum 
Templeman, Melba, chief, section, @S—7, $5,065 per annum 

Terry, Lewis E., electronic engineer, GS-11, $6,605 per annum 

Toth, Frank, electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,820 per annum 
Valicenti, Pasquale, trial attorney, GS—13, $8,990 per annum 
Vandyke, Marguerite, chief, branch, GS-7, $5,200 per annum 

Walck, Earl! C., trial attorney, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 

Weber, Arnold IL., attorney adviser, GS-9, $5,575 per annum 

Weston, Robert G., electronic engineer, GS-14, $10,750 per annum 
Wihton, Maurice, attorney adviser, GS-11, $6,605 per annum 

Wilson, Rex H., electronic engineer, GS—11, $6,605 per annum 
Zwolinski, Richard, attorney adviser, GS-9, $5,440 per annum 


ATTACHMENT No. 2 
Question 4—part 1 of 3 


EMPLOYEES APPOINTED AT GS—7 LEVEL on ABOVE BETWEEN JuLy 1, 1953, 
To June 30, 1954 


Baker, Warren E., General Counsel, GS—16, $12,000 per annum. Previous employ- 
ment: Legal and executive assistant to Chairman, CAB, Washington, D. C., 
$10,800 per annum. 

Bass, John H., Jr., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-11, $5,940 per annum. 
Previous employment: Trial attorney, FTC, Washington, D. C., $5,310 per 
annum. 

Baumgartner, Walter L., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-12, $8,040 per 
annum. Previous employment: Assistant General Counsel, Defense Transport 
Aministration, Washington, D. C., GS—15.* 

Bergeron, Kenneth L., organization and methods examiner, Office of Administra- 
tion, GS-7, $4,830 per annum. Previous employment: Organization and meth- 
ods examiner, Commerce Department, Washington, D. C., $4,725 per annum. 

Boros, Jerome §., attorney, Broadeast Bureau, GS-9, $5,060 per annum. Previous 
employment: Attorney, CAB, Washington, D. C., $4,330 per annum. 

Brown, Edward J., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-13, $8,360 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney, active duty, United States Navy. 

Bryant, Ashbrook P., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-12, $7,040 per 
annum. Previous employment: Special counsel, SEC, Washington, D. C., 
$9,600 per annum. 

Campbell, William B., engineering assistant to Commissioner Lee, GS—15, $10,800 
per annum. Previous employment: Chief, Communications Division, National 
Security Agency, Washington, D. C., active military duty. 

Conn, Robert E., attorney adviser, Common Carrier Bureau, GS-9, $5,060 per 
annum. Previous employment: Law clerk, Municipal Court of Appeals, Wash- 
ington, D. C., $4,205 per annum. 

Conway, Paul R., attorney, Office of Opinions and Review, GS-13, $8,360 per 
annum. Previous employment: attorney-adviser, OPS, Washington, D. C., 
GS-14.* 

Cooper, John H., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-11, $6,940 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney-adviser, Department of Justice, Washington, 
D. C., GS-12* 

Dean, John E., attorney-adviser, Common Carrier Bureau, GS-9, $5,435 per 
annum. Previous employment: Attorney, South Garment Manufacturers Asso- 
ciation, Washington, D. C.* 

Depont, Maurice J., attorney-adviser, Safety and Special Radio Services Burean, 
GS-7, $4,205 per annum. Previous employment: Secretary, Department of 
Army, Washington, D. C., $3,415 per annum. 


*Left the employ of this Commission. Personnel folder has been sent to new agency or 


to Record Center, St. Louis, Mo. Information as to exact salary in dollars is not availabie 
in this Commission. 
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Dunn, Francis W., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-12, $7,040 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney adviser, OPS, Washington, D. C., GS—13* 

Dygve, Floyd D., electronic engineer, Field Engineering and Monitoring Bureau, 

GS-7, $4,205 per annum. Previous employment: Electronic engineer, Bureau 
of Reclamation, Bismarck, N. Dak., GS—5.* 

Egre, Julian §S., attorney-adviser, Office of Opinions and Review, GS-12, $7,040 
per annum. Previous employment: Attorney adviser, CAA, Washington, D. C., 
GS-11.* 

Elliott, John P., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-12, $7,240 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney, Department of Justice, Washington, D. C., 
$7,240 per annum. 

Ely, Richard E., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-12, $7,040 per annum. Pre- 
vious employment: Trial attorney, FTC, Washington, D. C., $6,140 per annum. 

Firfer, Alexander, economist, Office of Chief Accountant, GS-12, $7,440 per an- 
num. Previous employment: Economist, Small Defense Plants Administration, 
Washington, D. C., GS—13.* 

Flood, Lester C., project assistant, Field Engineering and Monitoring Bureau, 
GS-7, $4,205 per annum. Previous employment: Fiscal accounting clerk, Na- 
tional Bureau of Standards, Washington, D. C., $3,175 per annum. 

Frederick, Charles J., hearing examiner, Office of Hearing Examiners, GS—15, 
$10,800 per annum. Previous employment: Attorney, private practice, $9,500 
per annum. Des Moines, Iowa. 

French, Millard F., hearing examiner, Office of Hearing Examiner, GS—15, $10,800 
per annum. Previous employment: Hearing examiner, CAB, Washington, D. C., 
$8,360 per annum. 

Guenther, Walther W., attorney, Office of Opinions and Review, GS-13, $9,360 
per annum. Previous employment: Trial attorney, Department of Justice, 
Washington, D. C., $9,160 per annum. 

Hadlock, Gerald F., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-12, $7,040 per an- 
num. Previous employment: Trial attorney, OPS, Washington, D. C., $8,560 
per annum. 

Hardy, Claire W., hearing examiner, Office of Hearing Examiner, GS—15, $10,800 
per annum. Previous employment: Chief, Field Operations and Legal Control 
Division, OPS, GS—15.* 

Hartsock, Richard M., attorney adviser, Office of Opinions and Revied, GS-9, 
$5,060 per annum. Previous employment: Attorney, private practice, Washing- 
ton, D. C.* . 

Hautamen, Edward W., attorney adviser, Office of General Counsel, GS-7, $4,205 
per annum. Previous employment: Attorney, private practice, Washington, 
D. C., $150 per month. 

Henley, J. Smith, Assistant to General Counsel, GS-15, $10,800 per annum. Pre- 
vious employment : Attorney, private practice, Harrison, Ark., $8,000 per annum. 

Huff, William J., attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-7, $4,205 per annum. Previous 
employment : Claims adjudicator, War Claims Commission, Washington, D. C., 
GS-5.* 

Hurwitz, Norman, attorney adviser, Common Carrier Bureau, GS—7, $4,205 per 
annum. Previous employment: Law clerk, Harry W. Lipsig, attorney, New 
York City.* 

Kaufman, Lynne A., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-11, $5,940 per 
annum. Previous employment: Attorney, law office of Bert B. Rand, Wash- 
ington, D. C., $5,000. 

Klein, Edith M., attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-11, $5,940 per annum. Pre- 
vious employment: Attorney, private practice, Boise, Idaho.* 

Machlin, Arthur, electronic engineer, Safety and Special Radio Services Bureau, 
GS-11, $5,940 per annum. Previous employment: BHlectronic engineer, Navy 
Department, Washington, D. C., $5,940 per annum. 

McVey, John H., attorney adviser, Office of Opinions and Review, GS-13, $9,360 
per annum. Previous employment: Special consultant, Economic Stabiliza- 
tion Administration, $41.52 per diem, Washington, D. C. 

Martin, George M., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS—11, $5,940 per annum. 
Previous employment: Trial attorney, FTC, Washington, D. C., GS—12.* 

McCormack, Joseph, trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS—12, $8,040 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney adviser, United States Maritime Commis- 
sion, Washington, D. C., GS—14.* 

McElroy, James B., engineering assistant to Commissioner Doerfer, GS-15, 
$10,800 per annum. Previous employment: Supervisory electronic engineer, 
Navy Department, Point Mugu, Calif., $8,360 per annum. 
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McKenzie, Edward C., attorney adviser, Office of Opinions and Review, GS-12, 
$7,440 per annum. Previous employment: Attorney adviser, Department of 
Justice, Washington, D. C., $7,440 per annum. 

Miles, Paul D., engineering assistant to Chairman Hyde, GS-15, $10,800 per 
annum. Previous employment: Member IFRB, International Telecommuni- 
cation Union, Geneva Switzerland.* 

Mooney, Anne A., attorney adviser, Office of General Counsel, GS-9, $5,060 per 
annum. Previous employment: Attorney, Office of Samuel Nakasian, Wash- 
ington, D. C., $7,000 per annum. 

Murphy, James H., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-11, $5,940 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney, private practice, Charleston, W. Va.* 

Paul, Ray R., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS—11, $5,940 per annum. Pre- 
vious employment: Attorney, private practice, Troy, Ala., $5,000 per annum. 

Poindexter, John B., hearing examiner, Office of Hearing Examiners, GS-15, 
$10,800 per annum. Previous employment: Hearing examiner, CAB, Wash- 
ington, D. C., $8,860 per annum. 

Quenstedt, Warren D., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-11, $5,940 per 
annum Previous employment: . Attorney, private practice, Washington, 
D. C.* 

Richey, Alva J., attorney adviser, Safety and Special Radio Services, GS-7, 
$4,205 per annum. Previous employment: Attorney adviser, State Depart- 
ment, Washington, D. C., $5,060 per annum. 

Romney, Vernon B., attorney adviser, Office of Opinions and Review, GS-7, 
$4,205 per annum. Previous employment: Secretary, office of Senator A. B. 
Watkins, Washington, D. C., $226 per month. 

Roseman, Abbott F. C., attorney adviser, Common Carrier Bureau, GS-7, $4,205 
per annum. Previous employment: Attorney, law office of Herman Eisenberg, 
Philadelphia, Pa.* 

Schissel, Arthur J., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-9, $5,060 per annum. 
Previous employment: Staff attorney, Subcommittee of House Ways and 
Means Committee, Washington, D. C., $5,000 per annum. 

Siemien, Patricia C., confidential assistant to Commissioner Doerfer, GS-11, 
$5,940 per annum. Previous employment: Stenographer, Public Service Com- 
mission, Madison, Wis., $3,000 per annum. 

Snider, Richard J., trial attorney, Office of General Counsel, GS-9, $5,185 per 
annum. Previous employment: United States District Court for District of 
Columbia, law clerk, GS-9.* 

Spring, Vernon A., attorney adviser, Safety and Special Radio Services, GS-9, 
$5,060 per annum. Previous employment: Attorney adviser, Interior Depart- 
ment, Washington, D. C., $4,205 per annum. 

Stodola, Edward T., Chief, Office of Hearing Examiners, GS-15, $10,800 per 
annum. Previous employment: Civil Aeronautics Board, hearing examiner, 
Washington, D. C., GS—15.* 

Tolley, Benton C., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS—12, $7,400 per annum. 
Previous employment: Trial attorney, Department of Justice, Washington, 
D. C., GS-12.* 

Van Atta, Rex W., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-12, $7,440 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney adviser, Department of Air Force, Casa- 
blanca, Morocco, GS-—12.* 

Walck, Earl C., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-11, $5,940 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney, private practice, Washington, D. C.* 

Webster, John M., trial attorney, Broadcast Bureau, GS-11, $5,940 per annum. 
Previous employment: Assistant Attorney, Government of Guam, Agana, 
Guam.* 

Welch, Katherine L., secretary, office of Commissioner Lee, GS-7, $4,580 per 
annum. Previous employment: Secretary to director, House Appropriations 
Committee, Washington, D. C., $4,506 per annum. 

Williams, David Charles, legal assistant to Commissioner Lee, GS—14, $9,600 
per annum. Previous employment: Marshal, United States Court of Appeals, 
Washington, D. C., $6,540 per annum. 

Williamson, Bernard M., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-12, $7,040 per 


annum. Previous employment: Attorney, law offices of Williamson & Wil- 
liamson, Aberdeen, 8. Dak.* 
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ATTACHMENT No. 2—Continued 
Question 4—part 2 of 3 


EMPLOYEES APPOINTED AT GS-7 LEver on ABOVE BETWEEN JULY 1, 1954, AND 
JUNE 30, 1955 


Cowgill, Harold G., Chief, Common Carrier Bureau, GS—16, $12,900 per annum. 
Previous employment: Director and vice president, Prairie Television Co., 
Decatur, Ill, $12,000 per annum. 

Fitzgerald, John L., Chief, Office of Opinions and Review, GS—15, $11,610 per 
annum. Previous employment: Principal land attorney, Housing Home 
Finance Agency, Washington, D. C., $10,400 per annum. 

Gowdy, Charles M., legal assistant to Chairman McConnaughey, GS-15, $11,610 
per annum. Previous employment: Attorney, private practice, Cincinnati, 
Ohio, $12,500 per annum. 

Harrison, Byron E., attorney adviser, Common Carrier Bureau, GS—9, $5,710 per 
annum. Previous employment: Trial attorney, Post Office Department, Wash- 
ington, D. C,, $5,940 per annum. 

Holtz, Edgar W., Assistant Chief, Office of Opinions and Review, GS-14, $10,320 
per annum. Previous employment: Assistant city solicitor, Cincinnati, Ohio, 
and private practice, $9,200 per annum. 

Honig, Isadore A., trial attorney, Office of General Counsel, GS-13, $8,990 per 
annum. Previous employment: Hearing examiner, FCC, Washington, D. C., 
$10,800 per annum. 

Kenehan, Edward F., attorney, Office of General Counsel, GS-13, $8,990 per 
annum. Previous employment: Attorney, Radio Communications of America, 
Camden, N. J., $13,000 per annum. 

McInerney, Brendan, assistant to General Counsel, GS—14, $9,600 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney, Navy Department, Washington, D. C., $9,600 
per annum. 

Mohnkern, Pearl, secretary to Chairman, GS-9, $5,710 per annum. Previous 
employment: Secretary to Chairman, Renegotiation Board, Washington, D. C., 
$5,185 per annum. 

Porter, Florence I., confidential assistant to Chairman, GS—9, $5,440 per annum. 
Previous employment: Administrative assistant, Republican National Com- 
mittee, Washington, D. C., $4,200 per annum. 

Rogers, Christian E., engineering assistant to Chairman, GS-15, $11,610 per 
annum. Previous employment: Special assistant for reports and liaison, ODM, 
Washington, D. C., $9,600 per annum. 

Stephens, Louis C., legal assistant to Commissioner Hennock, GS-15, $11,610 
per annum. Previous employment: Attorney, Office of Price Stabilization, 
Washington, D. C., $9,600 per annum. 


ATTACHMENT No. 2 
Question 4—part 3 of 3 


EMPLOYEES APPOINTED AT GS-7 LEVEL on ABOVE BETWEEN JULY 1, 1955, To 
DECEMBER 31, 1955 


Barrow, Roscoe L., expert consultant, network study, $48.80 per diem. Previous 
employment : Professor and dean, Law School, University of Cincinnati.* 

Barber, H. Earl, legal assistant to Commissioner Mack, GS—15, $11,610 per annum. 
Previous employment: Legal associate, Younge, Whiteside & Prunity, Miami, 
Fla., $8,000 per annum. 

Baum, Warren C., business economist, network study, GS—14, $10,320 per annum. 
Previous employment: Economist, Rand Corp., Washington, D. C., $10,000 per 
annum. 

‘Coben, Carl G., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-7, $4,525 per annum. 

Previous employment: Attorney, Leonard E. Pess, Boston, Mass.* 


*Left the oneier of this Commission. Personnel folder has been sent to new agency or 
to Record Center, St. Louis, Mo. Information as to exact salary in dollars is not available 
in this Commission. 
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Conlin, John H., attorney adviser, Office of Opinions and Review, GS-7, $5,335 
per annum. Previous employment: Intelligence analyst, National Security 
Agency, Washington, D. C., $5,500 per annum. 

Eadeh, Edward R., expert consultant, network study, GS-15, $11,610 per annum. 
Previous employment: Consulting and free-lance work. 

Faust, James E., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-9, $5,440 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney, private practice, Washington, D. C. 

Gerlando, Peter, business economist, network study, GS-11, $6,390 per annum. 
Previous employment: Survey statistician, Census Bureau, Washington, D. C., 
$6,390 per annum. 

Hodges, Raymond L., attorney adviser, network study, GS-9, $5,440 per annum. 
Previous employment: President, Hodges Inc. (restaurant), Washington, D. C., 
$5,000 per annum. 

Kreeger, Frances H., confidential assistant to Commissioner Mack, GS-9, $5,440 
per annum. Previous employment: Secretary to vice president, Association of 
American Railroads, Washington, D. C., $4,624 per annum. 

Kyle, Jay A., hearing examiner, Office of Hearing Examiners, GS-15, $11,610 
per annum. Previous employment: General counsel, Kansas Corporation 
Commission, Topeka, Kans., $8,750 per annum. 

Mobley, Sarah Ann, attorney adviser, Office of Opinions and Review, GS-9, 
$5,440 per annum. Previous employment: Administrative assistant, Superior 
Court of California, Los Angeles, $350 per month. 

Sandage, Charles H., marketing expert, network study, GS—15, $12,690 per annum. 
Previous employment: Professor and chief, division of advertising, University 
of Illinois, $10,300 per annum. 

Schuch, Paul W., attorney adviser, office of Opinions and Review, GS-9, $5,440 
per annum. Previous employment: Legal associate, Schuch & Grossman, 
Cincinnati, Ohio*. 

Smoot, Charles E., Assistant General Counsel, GS-15, $11,610 per annum. Pre- 
vious employment: Attorney, private law practice, Washington, D. C. Salary 
varied between $5,575 and $15,000. 

Tierney, James F., attorney adviser, network study, GS-14, $10,320 per annum. 
Previous employment: Management consultant, Robert A. Maheu Associates, 
Washington, D. C., $11,680 per annum. 

Weber, Arnold L., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-9, $5,575 per annum. 
Previous employment: Attorney, Housing and Home Finance, Washington, 
D. C., $4,955 per annum. 

Zwolinski, Richard M., attorney adviser, Broadcast Bureau, GS-9, $3,440 per 
annum. Previous employment: Legal assistant, Covington & Burlington, 
Washington, D. C., $3,000 per annum. 


Mr. MacIntyre. Mr. Chairman, now I offer the letter from the 
Chairman of the Federal Communications Commission to you under 
date of March 13, 1956, with which he transmitted information called 
for in your question No. 5, part 1. 

Mr. Evins. It may be received in the record, without objection. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., March 18, 1956. 
Hon. Joe L. Evins, 


Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Evins: In accordance with Mr. Everette McIntyre’s tele- 
phone request I am transmitting herewith the information called for in question 
No. 5, part 1, of your letter of December 21, 1955. 

Sincerely yours, 


GeoreeE C. McoConNauGHEy, Chairman. 
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Docket 
No. 





10250 
10251 
10252 


10573 
10574 


10424 
10425 


10262 
10263 


9013 
10298 


10365 
10366 


10246 
10247 
10317 


8939 
10707 
10253 


10255 
10330 


10457 
10458 


10517 
11518 


10991 
10992 


10737 
10738 


9012 
10204 





Applicant 





The Tribune Co., Tampa, Fla__...._.-...-.--- 

Pinellas Broadcasting Co., ’ St. ne Fla 

The Tampa Bay Area Telecasting Corp., 
St. Petersburg, Fla 


7 7 > 
a i WY I., Albert E. and a W. Sanders, 
d. b. a. Sanders Bros., Joliet, 
Joliet Televi ision, Inc., Joliet, ees oy 


. . 7 
The Enterprise Co., Beaumont, Tex____.-..--- 
Beaumont Broadcasting Corp., Vidor, Tex 
KTRM, Inc., Beaumont, Tex. -._........---- 


Ridson, Inc., Superior, Wis-. 
Lakehead Telecasters, Inc., Duluth, Minn_ 


WCAX Broadeasting Corp., Montpelier, Vt_- 
Colonial Television, Inc., East Montpelier, Vt 
. * 

Montgomery Broadcasting Co., Inc., Mont- 

gomery, Ala. 


William E. Benns, Jr., d. b. a. Alabama Tele- 
vision Co,, Montgomery, Ala. 
. . . 
Radio Fort Wayne, Inc., Fort Wayne, Ind 
James R. Fleming and Paul V. 


d. b. a. Anthony Wayne Broadcasting, Fort 
Wayne, Ind. ae 


Mid-Continent Television, 
Kans. ne 
KAKE Broadcasting Co., Inc., Wichita, Kans 


way ey Broadcasting Co., Sacramento, 
Cali 

Sacramento Telecasters, Inc., 
Calif. 


Ine., Wichita, 


Sacramento, 


+ 


> * * 
Peoples Broadcasting Co., Lancaster, Pa_------ 
WGAL, Inc., Lancaster, Pa 
* * > 


Oregon Television, Inc., Portland, Oreg-- -----. 
or eg Empire Telecasters, Inc., Portland, 


Nortitvest Television & Broadcasting Co., 
Portland, Oreg. i 


F. M. Radio & Television Corp., San Jose, 
Calif. 
Standard Radio & Television Co., San Jose, 


” 7. * 
Tampa Times Co., Tampa, Fla._._.....-..-.-- 
Orange Television Broa casting Co., Tampa, 
Tampa Television Co., Tampa, Fla 


* * - 
WKRG-TY, Inc., Mobile, Ala..._.-.........- 
The Mobile Television Corp., Mobile, Ala-___- 


» a + 


WSAYV, Inc., Savannah, Ga-__-__............... 
WJIV-TV, Ine. +» SAV annah, Ga 


*_ * * 


Woof Television Corp., Dothan, Ala 
Aapernt MiggiiarConegin TV, 


Inc., Dothan, 


Petersburg TV i Petersburg, Va 
Southside Virginia Te 
burg, Va. 


‘elecasting Corp., Peters- 


. > 
sete Broadeasters, Inc., Sacramento, 


KCRA, Inc., Sacramento, Calif 


McNutt, | 


| 





| 
Initial decision | Examiner 
| 





Basil P. Cooper. 


July 13, 1953, deny | James D. Cunningham. 
as in default. 
Grant_..._-- 


, 20, 1953, deny.._| Annie Neal Huntting. 


jai 20, 1953, ‘grant_- i 


Sept. 4, 1953, grant__ 
Dismiss without 
prejudice. 


Sept. 30, 1953, grant_ 
See oe 


Herbert Sharfman, 
James D. Cunningham. 


Oct. 6, 1953, grant_.__.| Thomas H. Donahue. 


Annie Neal Huntting. 


: Hugh B. Hutchison. 


Nov. 6, 1953, grant..| Thomas H. Donahue. 


Nov. 12, 1953, deny.._| J. D. Bond. 
I ia ter tihes 


Nov. 10, 1953, wee. 


Elizabeth C.§{Smith. 
I ig og tanec 


—— 
Nov. 18, 1953, deny - John B. Poindexter. 


Grant 


Nov. 30, 1953, grant_| 


Basil P. Cooper. 
Deny 


Feb. 11, 1954, deny__ 


M. Gifford Irion. 
Grant 


Mar. 31, 1954, grant.| James D. Cunningham. 


z 
g 
Pag 
z 
= 
4 


| Claire W. Hardy. 
Grant 


June 4, 1954, deny...| Thomas H. Donahue. 
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Docket 


No. 


10522 


10523 | 
10524 | 


10476 
10477 


10559 
10560 | 


9138 | 
10245 | 


10319 


10324 | 


10844 | 


10845 


10438 


10439 | 


10534 | 


10535 


8959 | 
10641 | 


10259 | 
10260 | 


10261 


10681 | 


10462 
10463 
10464 


10694 
10695 


10541 
10542 
10272 


10273 
10606 





KTBS, Inc., Shreveport, La 
International Broadcasting Corp., Shreveport, 





WDOD Broadcasting Corp., 





Hoyt B. Wooten, 


FEDERAL REGULATORY 


Applicant 


Southland TV Co., Shreveport, La 

T. B. Lanford, R. M. Dean, et al., 
Radio Station KRMD, Shreveport, La. 

Don, George, et al., d. b. a. Shreveport TV Co., | 
Shreveport, La. 


Gulf Coast Broadcasting Co., Corpus Christi, | 


Baptist General Convention of Texas, Corpus 
Christi, Tex. 


> e.8 


Westinghouse Radio Stations, Inc., Portland, | 


Portland TV, Inc., Portland, Oreg__......---- 
North Pacific TV, Inc., Portland, Oreg 
Cascade TV Co., Portland, Oreg_..........-..- 


Radio Association, Inc., Biloxi, Miss_ - - 
WLOX Broadcasting Co., Biloxi, Miss 


er -@ 


Mountain City TV, Inc., Chattanooga, Tenn-_-; 


> > . 


South Bend Broadcasting Corp., South Bend, | 


— Telécasting Corp., Notre Dame, | 
nd. 


* > . 


Radio Wisconsin, Inc., Madison, Wisc 
Badger TV Co., Inc., Madison, Wis 


The Radio Station KFH Co., Wichita, Kans.., 
Taylor Radio & TV Corp., Wichita, Kars-..-- 
Wichita TV Corp., Inc., Wichita, Kans. -.-- ‘ 


> * . 


Southern Tier Radio Service, Inc., Bingham- 
| ton, N. Y. 
| Ottaway Stations, Inc., Endicott, N Y 


. * * 


| Cowles Broadcasting Co., Des Moines, Iowa-.-.-) 
Murphy Broadcasting Co , Des Moines, Iowa--| 
doing business as WREC 
Broadcasting Service, Memphis, Tenn. 
WMPS, Inc., Memphis, Tenn-.---.- 


= 7. * 


| California Inland Broadcasting Co., Fresno, | 


COMMISSIONS 


Initial decision 


| June 7, 1954, deny--- 


June 17, 1954, grant _-. 


June 17, 1954, deny -- 


July 1, 1954, grant. 





Chattanooga, | July 5, 1954, deny -- 


| July 31, 1954, deny 


Aug. 9, 1954, aD 
Bit st ae i 0 


Aug. 24, 1054, grant .- 
TE. dacttibu siehod 


Aug. 26, 1954, grant.. 


Aug. 27, 1954, grant-- 


Calif. 


KARM, The George Haron Station, Fresno, | 


Calif. 


* * 


Evansville Television, Inc., Evansville, Ind. -.} 
On The Air, Inc., Evansville, Ind 
WFBM, Inc., Evansville, Ind_.......-.-...... ee do 


KWTX Broadcasting Co., Waco, Tex 
Waco Television Corp., Waco, Tex 


* * 


WMBD, Inc., Peoria, Ill 


Ohio. 


Stark Telecasting Corp., Canton, Ohio--_--..... 
Tri-Cities Telecasting, Inc., Canton, Ohio.-.... 


ee 


os. 4, 1954, grant. _- 


| Sept. 30, 1954, grant_- 


WIRL Television Co., Peoria, Ill 
The Brush-Moore Newspapers, Inc., Canton, 


Ne. 5, 1954, deny... 


www sec eecwenee)| UVITGME....---- nn nnnn- 


AND AGENCIES 


Examiner 


Fanney N. Litvin. 


June 11, 1954, grant..| Basil P. Cooper. 


Gifford Irion. 


Elizabeth C. Smith. 


Harold L. Schilz. 


J. D. Bond. 


Basil P. Cooper. 


James D. Cunningham. 


Hugh B. Hutchinson. 


Wflliam G@. Butts. 


Millard F. French, 
Claire W. Hardy. 


Basil P. Cooper. 


Herbert Sharfman, 


John B. Poindexter 


Elizabeth C, Smith. 
Fanney N. Litvi 
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Docket 
° 


No. | 
ceed 


10975 
10976 


10701 
10703 


10800 
10801 
10512 
10513 
10514 


10854 
10857 
10858 


10556 
10557 
10558 


10879 
10880 
10833 
10834 


10835 


10825 
10827 


8945 
10805 


10758 
10759 


10909 


10875 
10876 


10861 
10862 


11000 
11001 


11081 
11083 
8730 


8809 
10788 
10789 


10790 
10917 


eee lL 


Applicant 


C. L. Trigg, president, Odessa Television Co., | 
Odessa, Tex. | 
Clarence E. Wilson and Philip D. Jackson, the | 
Odessa Television Co., Odessa, Tex. } 

. 


een Valley Television Corp., 
WMAY-TY, Inc., Springfield, Tl 


Springfield, 
} 
* 
Beachview Broadcasting Corp., Norfolk, Va__- 
Portsmouth Radio Corp., Portsmouth, Va_-_--__| 
Scripps-Howard Radio, Inc., Knoxville, Tenn -| 
Radio Station W BIR, Inc., Knoxville, Tenn. -) 
Tennessee Television, Inc., Knoxville, Tenn.--| 


Biscayne Television Corp., Miami, Fla. -.-....- | 
East Coast Television Corp., Miami, Fla___--_| 
South Florida Television Corp., Miarni, Fla 
Sunbeam Television Corp., Miami, Fla_-_..---- | 


Superior Television, Inc., Corpus Christi, Tex.| 
KEY: S-TV, Ine., Corpus Christi, Tex 
K-Six Telev ision, Ine., Corpus Christi, Tex... 


Appalachian Broadcasting Corp., Bristol, Va-_| 
Tri-Cities Television Corp., Bristol, Tenn. -_- 
City of Jacksonville, Jacksonville, Fla_.-.....-- | 
Florida-Georgia Television Co., Inc., Jackson- | 
ville, Fla. | 
Jacksonville Broadcasting Corp., Jacksonville, 
la 
oir’ s } 


WKAT, Inc., Miami Beach, Fla ‘ 
L. B. Wilson, Inc., Miami, Fla 
North Dade Video, Inc., 
Publie Service Television, Inc., 


Miami, Fia____| 


Richmond Newspapers, Inc., Richmond’, Va___| 
Richmond Television Corp., Richmond, Va- - -| 


Queen City proses © 0., 
KXA, Inc., Seattle, V 


Seattle, Wash_. 


Wash. 
KFAB Broadcasting Co., Omaha, Nebr 
Herald Corp., Omaha, Nebr--------- 


Columbia Amusement Co., Paducah, Ky__-.-- | 
Paducah Newspapers, Inc., Paducah, Ky-.---- | 


Puget Sound Prochbening Ga. | Inc., seat | 


* . 


+ * = 


WPTF Radio Co., Raleigh, N 
Capitol Broadcasting Co., Inc.,  Raicigis N. C.| 


* 

Mission Telecasting Corp., San Antonio, Tex. 
Howard W. Davis, d. b. a. the Walmac Co., | 
San Antonio, Tex. } 


ae 


* . * 


WORZ, Inc., Orlando, Fla _- 
Mid-Florida Television Cor 
WWSY\W, Inc., Pittsburgh, 


Pittsburgh Radio Supply House, Inc.,  Pitts- | Dismiss 


burgh, Pa. 
+ * 

St. Louis Telecast, Inc., St. Louis, Mo .______.| 

St. Louis Amusement Co., St. Louis, Mo 

Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 


Louis, Mo. 
220 Television, Inc., St. Louis, Mo...._._-..--. 
Broadcast House, Ine., East St. Louis, Ml 


, 


. 


* * 


Miami, Fla 41.42 


Initial decision | 


Nov. 18, 1954, grant. 
SO, 6 oi hak tok 


Nov. 30, 1954, grant. 
| Deny. oc 


Dec. 23, 1954, grant_- 
Deny 
Jan. 5, 1955, deny. .- 
Grant 


Jan. 17, 1955, grant-. 
Deny 


Jan. 20, 1955, — 
Deny 


Jan. 31, 1955, grant .. 
Deny-.....- 

Mar. 30, 1955, deny. - " 
Deny 


| Grant 


| Mar. 30, 1955, ony 


Deny 


Grant 


Dear ed eee a 
....do 


Mar, 31, 1955, deny -| 
Grant_ 


Apr. 6, 1955, grant __| 


Deny 


Apr. 15, 1955, deny 
Grant 


June 14, 1955, grant. 
Deny 


gH? to JES) | ani 5, 1955, grant.| 
orp.» “Orlando, Fla...} Deny 


June 96, 1955, grant. 


Aug. 30, 1955, deny 
Deny 


Examiner 
John B. Poindexter. 


Millard F. French. 








Chas. J. Frederick. 
Herbert Sharfman. 


Jas. D. Cunningham. 


| H. Gifford Irion. 


Isadore H. Honig. 
Charles J. Frederick. 





| Herbert Sharfman. 


H. Gifford Irion. 
Thomas A. Donahue. 


Isadore A. Honig. 


William G. Butts. 


| Millard F. French. 


James D. Cunningham, 





Basil P. Cooper. 
Charles J. Frederick. 


Thomas H, Donahue, 
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Docket Applicant Initial decision Examiner 


No. 


Radio Station WSOC, Inc., Charlotte, N. C..| Aug. Ae 1955, deny...| H. Gifford Irion. 
——e ee ’& Fixture Corp., ‘Char- Gran 

otte 
Carolinas-Television Corp., Charlotte, N. C..-. 


. - . 


Loyola University, New Orleans, L zaly | 6, 1955, deny. ..| Elizabeth C. Smith, 
The Times-Picayune Publishing Co., New Or- 
leans, La. 
James A. Noe, et al., d. b. a. James A. Noe & 
Co., New Orleans, La. 
Indianapolis Broadeasting, Inc., Indianapolis, 


Ind, 
WIBC, Inc., Indianapolis, Ind 
Mid-West TV Corp., Indianapolis, Ind 
Crosley Broadcasting Corp., Indianapolis, Ind- 


8621 | The Travelers Broadeasting Service Corp., | May 27, 1955, grant.| Fanney N. Litvin. 
Hartford, Conn. 
10699 | Hartford,Telecasting Co., Inc., Hartford, Conn. * 


* . . 


8739 | WHDH, Inc., Boston, Mass.- Dec, 3, 1955, deny..| James D, Cunningham, 
11070 | Greater Boston Television Corp., , Inc., Boston, Grant. 


Mass 
11072 Massachusetts Bay Telecasters, Inc., Bosten, 
Mass, 
11073 —- B. Dumont Laboratories, Inc., Boston, 
ass. 
11074 | Post Publishing Co., Boston, Mass 


Mr. MacIntyre. I offer now for the record the letter from the 
Chairman of the Federal Communications Commission to you, Mr. 
Chairman, under date of March 14, 1956, which contains answers to 
your questions Nos. 17, 18, and 19; or the explanations why they were 
not answered. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, that may be received. 

(The document referr ad to is as follows :) 


MAkcH 14, 1956. 
Hon. Joe L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Evins: Reference is made to your letter of December 21, 
1955, in which you presented a number of questions for reply by this Commission. 
We have previously responded to some of those questions and are submitting 
herewith the answers to three additional questions. Further responses will 
be submitted as soon as possible in accordance with our recent conversation. 

Question No. 17: Since January 1953, how many investigations have been 
initiated by the Commission into carrier’s operation, including rates, services, 
and contractual relationships, management, etc. 

Answer: During the period January 1, 1953, through December 31, 1955, the 
Commission initiated 40 formal investigations with regard to its common- 
earrier regulations. These are listed in the attached reply to question 18. 
They include all formal proceedings except those relating to (1) rulemaking, 
and (2) applications under section 221 of the Communications Act to acquire 
property or acquire control of a company since formal proceedings automatically 
are required by the provisions of that section of the act. 

Your inquiry has been interpreted as referring to formal docketed proceed- 
ings. As you are aware, common-carrier regulation is such that the majority 
of the continuing day-to-day activities of the Commission are largely investi- 
gative in nature but are not specifically designated by the Commission as 
investigations. Thus, the staff has been delegated, as set forth in the Com- 
mission’s rules, to perform most of these continuing activities without separate 
approval by the Commission of each separate study or function. For example, 
continuing examinations are conducted of some 18,000 sheets of tariffs normally 
filed by carriers each year. Likewise, the staff is continually conducting exami- 
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nations of carriers’ accounting to determine compliance with the Commission’s 
rules; surveillance is maintained on a test check basis over carriers’ operations 
and earnings; and the staff continually is making short-term examinations 
on such matters as complaints, prescription of depreciation rates, and inquiries 
into carriers’ opeartions by correspondence or field staff. These do not reach 
the stage of investigations formalized by the Commission; however, the formal 
investigations on specific matters do grow out of the continuing work of this 
nature. 

Question No. 18: What personnel were assigned to work on each such in- 
vestigation, what was the nature of each such investigation, and what were 
the results of such investigation, and the length of time required for each such 
investigation? 

Answer: The attached tabulation lists the information requested with respect 
to each investigation. The personnel listed as assigned to work on each investi- 
gation include Common Carrier Bureau staff members directly involved in 
each proceeding. The response does not include supervisory and clerical per- 
sonnel within the Bureau, hearing examiners and their staff, Commissioners 
and their assistants, and administrative personnel, all of whom spend some 
time in connection with the investigations. 

The nature and results of each investigation are deseribed briefly in the 
attached tabulation: Complete details are available in the reeord of each docket 
and in the Commission’s opinions, decisions, and orders. 

The “length of time required” has been interpreted as the elapsed time 
between. the date a proceeding was commenced and the date it was completed. 
The assigned staff did not necessarily work exclusively on the listed case; as 
a matter of fact, almost always they are engaged in a considerable amount of 
other work at the same time. 

Question No. 19: Supply the same information as requested in the immediately 
preceding question in relation to investigations initiated by carriers other than 
by the Commission. 

Answer: All investigations are considered to be initiated by the Commission. 
As indicated by the attached reply to question 18, some of the investigations 
were initiated as the result of complaints received from carriers and customers 
of carriers. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE C. MCCONNAUGHEY, 
Chairman. 


(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


INVESTIGATIONS INITIATED BY THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
JANUARY 1, 1953, TO DecEMBER 31, 1955 


(Compiled for reply to question 18 in inquiry daved December 21, 1955, from 
Select Committee on Small Business of House of Representatives) 


1953 


Docket No. 103876—Application of Buccaneer Line for construction permit for new 
radio station 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine public need for communications common carrier services 
by a new carrier operating between Florida and Mexico. 

Results: Services by existing carriers in Mexico were improved and extended 
to meet the needs of applicant and application was dismissed at request of 
applicant in April 1954. 

Time requred: 1 year 3 months. 


Docket No. 10378—Complaint of Western Union v. All America Cables and Radio, 
Inc., The Commercial Cable Company, and Mackay Radio and Telegraph 
Company, Inc. 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 tariff examiner. 

Nature: To resolve complaint against tariff provisions regarding tie-line service 
to customers located in “metropolitan areas” of certain cities. 

Results: Carriers reached agreement and filed revised tariffs acceptable to 

Commission and complaint was dismissed May 1955. 

Time required : 2 years 4 months. 
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ing Service for construction permit in the Domestic Public Land Mobile 
Radio Service 


Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer 

Nature: To resolve questions regarding operations and qualifications of com- 
mon carrier and need for change in location. 

Results: Licensee did not respond to hearing notice and license was declared 
forfeited August 1953. 

Time required: 6 months. 


Docket Nos. 9845, 10385, 10386, and 10387—In re applications for construction 
permits (one-way signaling) in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio. 
Service (Chicago, Ill.) 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 

Results: Applicants withdrew or consolidated competing applications so hear- 
ing was not necessary, and appropriate licenses were issued in June 1953. 

Time required: 4 months. 

Docket Nos. 10388, 10389, 10390, 10391—In re applications for construction per- 
mits (one-way signaling) in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio Service 
(New York City, Newark, and North Bergen, New Jersey) 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 
Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 


Results: Determined which application should be granted, and issued appro- 
priate license in August 1954. 


Time required: 1 year 6 months. 


Docket Nos. 10397, 10398, 10399, and 10400—In re applications for construction 
permits (one-way signaling) in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio 
Service (San Francisco) 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 

Results: Applicants withdrew or consolidated competing applications so hear- 
ing was not necessary, and appropriate licenses were issued in May 1953. 

Time required: 2 months. 

Docket Nos. 10401 and 10402—In re applications for construction permits (one- 
way signaling) in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio Service (Long 
Beach and Mt. Wilson, California) 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 


Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 

Results: Determined which application should be granted, and issued appro- 
priate license in September 1954. 

Time required: 7 months. 

Docket Nos. 10392, 10393, 10394, 10395, and 10396—In re applications for con- 
struction permits (one-way signaling) in the Domestic Public Land Mobile 
Radio Service (Washington, D. C.) 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 

Results: Applicants withdrew or consolidated competing applications so hear- 
ing was not necessary, and appropriate licenses were issued in April 1953. 

Time required : 2 months. 

Docket No. 10498—Mackay application to communicate with Istanbul, Turkey 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine whether a duplicate circuit should be authorized to. 
Istanbul (consolidated with pending applications of Mackay and RCAC for cir- 
cuits to Ankara, Turkey, Docket No. 10360). 

Results: Postponed to await the outcome of a case involving similar issues 
which a carrier had appealed to the courts. 

Time required: Not completed. 


Docket Nos. 10486, 10487, and 10488—In re applications for construction permit 
and renewal of license in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio Service 
(Dallas, Texas) 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 
Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 
Results: Applicant withdrew competing application so hearing was not neces- 
sary, and appropriate licenses were issued in October 1953. 
Time required: 5 months. 


































































































































































































Docket No. 10384—ZJn re applications of Walter B. Turner d/b as Radio Dispatch- 
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Docket Nos. 10587 and 10538—In the matter of applications of Southern Bell 
Telephone and Telegraph Company and J. L. Dezauche and R. A, Gartman 
a/b as Mobile Marine Radio (Public Class III-B coastal stations) 


Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted and 
the operating arrangements that were necessary in the public interest. 

Results: Determined which application should be granted and issued appropri- 
ate license in September 1954. 

Time required: 1 year 3 months. 


Docket 10539—Press Wireless, Inc.—Application for special temporary authori- 
zation to communicate with Hamilton, Bermuda 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine whether public interest called for a grant of applica- 
tion, and to resolve protests from other carriers. 

Results: Determined that public interest would be served by a grant of the 
application, and appropriate authorization was issued June 17, 1953. 

Time required: 7 days. 


Docket No. 10669—In re applications of Arrow Electric Company for construc- 
tion permits in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio Service 
Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 
Nature: To resolve protest of grant of license to second common carrier serving 
area and to determine if public interest would be served by a grant. 
Results: Application was dismissed at request of applicant, December 1953. 
Time required: 4 months. 


Docket No. 10621—Complaint of American Stock Exchange vy. The Western Union 
Telegraph Company 
Personnel: One lawyer. 
Nature: Request for reparations because of claimed excessive rates, under con- 
sideration in an earlier docket. 


Results: Dismissed after determination that rates were just and reasonable, 
October 1955. 
Time required: 2 years 2 months. 


Docket No. 10622—Complaint of Board of Trade of the City of Chicago v. The 
Western Union Telegraph Company 
Personnel: One lawyer. 
Nature: Request for reparations because of claimed excessive rates, under 
consideration in an earlier docket. 
Results : Dismissed, at request of complainant, October 1955. 
Time required: 2 years 2 months. 


Docket No. 10645—In re application of Globe Wireless Ltd. for modification of 
its Mussel Rock, California, point-to-point radiotelegraph station license 
to authorize addressed press service 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 tariff examiner. 

Nature: Tec resolve protest by competing carrier: and to determine if the 
public interest would be served by a grant. 

Results: Application was dismissed, at request of applicant, on August 31, 

1953. 

Time required: 12 days. 


Docket Nos. 10767, 10768, 10769, 10770—JIn re applications for construction per- 
mits (one-way signaling) in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio Service 
(Dallas and Fort Worth, Teras) 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 
Results: Proceeding is still in progress and is now awaiting final decision. 
Time required: Not completed. 


Docket Nos. 10771 and 10772—ZIn re applications for construction permits (one- 
way signaling) in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio Service (St. 
Louis, Missouri) 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 
Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 


80630—56—pts. 3-5——_10 
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Results: One application was dismissed at request of applicant, so hearing was 
not necessary and appropriate license was issued in May 1954. 
Time required: 6 months. 


Docket Nos. 10778, 10774, and 10775—In re applications for construction permits 
(one-way signaling) in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio Service in 
Seattle, Washington 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 

Results: Applicants withdrew or consolidated competing applications so hear- 
ing was not necessary, and appropriate licenses were issued in April 1954. 

Time required: 5 months. 


1954 


Docket Nos, 10884, 10885, and 10886—In re applications for construction permits 
(one-way signaling) in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio Service 
(Philadelphia, Pennsylwania) 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 

Results: Determined which application should be granted and issued appro- 
priate license in November 1954. 

Time required: 10 months. 


Docket No. 10949—RCAOC proposed amendment of Tariff F. C. C. No. 58 to. permit 
aviation companies to qualify as authorized users without being directly 
connected to a leased radio channel 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 tariff examiner. 

Nature: To determine if proposed practice was just and reasonable. 

Results: Applicant requested that proceeding be dismissed and proposed tariff 
was withdrawn in April 1954: 

Time required: 1 month. 


Docket No. 11053—IJn re applications in the Domestic Public Land Mobile’ Radio 
Service (Anchorage, Alaska) 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To resolve questions regarding an application to construct and oper- 
ate a common carrier radio facility. 

Results: Determined that proposed operation was in the publie interest and 
appropriate license was issued November 1954. 

Time required: 5 months. 


Docket Nos. 11054, 11055, and 11056—In re applications for one-way. signaling 
stations in Detroit and Flint, Michigan 
Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 
Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 
Results: Applicants withdrew competing applications so hearing was not nec- 
essary, and appropriate license was issued December 1955. 
Time required: 1 year 6 months. 


Docket No. 11174—Jn the matter of R. C. Jordan d/b as Jordan Dispatch Service 

Personnel: 1 lawyer. 

Nature: Investigation requiring licensee to show cause why license should 
not be revoked for failure to provide a common carrier service. 

Results: Determined that a common carrier service was being rendered and 
continuation of operation was in the public interest, February 1955. 

Time required: 5 months. 


Docket Nos. 11175 and 11176—In re applications of Abraham Klein, Hartford, 
Connecticut, and Columbus, Ohio 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To determine whether grants would be in the public interest in view 
of Commission's findings in another case that this applicant was not qualified 
to be a grantee. 

Results: Determined that applications should be denied, March 1955. 

Time required: 6 months. 
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Docket. Nos. 11177 and 11178—In re applications for one-way signaling stations 
in Cincinnati and Dayton, Ohio 
Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 
Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 
Results: Applicant withdrew competing application so hearing was not neces- 
sary and appropriate license was: issued in December 1954. 
Time required: 3 months. 


Docket No. 11184—In re application of Radio Order Service, Rochester, N. Y. 


Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To resolve questions regarding application for additional time to 
construct radio station. 

Results: Determined that requested extension of time was not in public interest 
and application was denied September 1955. 

Time required: 1 year. 


Docket No. 11208—In re applications for two-way signaling base station and 
mobile units in Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio Service (Harlingen, 
Teras) 

. Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To resolve questions regarding an application to construct and operate 

a common carrier radio facility. 

Results: Determined that proposed operation was in the public interest and 

appropriate licenses were issued in March, 1955. 

Time required: 5 months. 


Docket No. 11192—In re application for license in the Domestic Public Land 
Mobile Radio Service 
Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 
Nature: To resolve questions regarding an application to construct and operate 
a common carrier radio facility. 
Results: Dismissed application, at request of applicant January 1955. 
Time required: 3 months. 


1955 


Docket No. 11268—In the matter of Wisconsin Telephone Company; Docket No. 
11269—In the matter of Okio Bell Telephone Company; and Docket No. 
11270—In the matter of Ohio Bell Telephone Company 


Personnel: 2 lawyers, 2 engineers, 1 accountant, and 1 tariff examiner. 

Nature: To resolve questions regarding a number of applications and existing 
services with respect to comprehensive radio services on Great Lakes. 

Results: Proceeding is still in progress. 

Time required: Not completed. 


Docket Nos. 11372 and 11373—Aircall, Inc., Cleveland and Akron, Ohio, and The 
Telephone Message Bureau, Inc., Cleveland, Ohio 
Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 
Nature: To determine which of competing applications should be granted. 
Results: One application was dismissed at the request of the applicant, the 
proceeding was dismissed and appropriate license was issued in July 1955. 
Time required: 3 months. 


Docket Nos. 11375, 11376, 11877, 11378, 11379, and 11380—In the matter of Mich- 
igan Bell Telephone Company and Wisconsin Telephone Company 
Personnel : 1 lawyer, 1 engineer, and 1 tariff examiner. 
Nature: To resolve questions raised by protests to grants and to resolve 
questions regarding comprehensive radio services on the Great Lakes. 
Results: Proceeding is still in progress. 
Time required: Not completed. 


Docket No. 10984—In the matter of petition of RCAC, Inc., for a ruling with 
respect to unlawful action by The Western Union Telegraph Company 

Personnel: 2 lawyers and 1 accountant. — 

Nature: To resolve petition for ruling that Western Union is in violation of 
section 222 of act and the formulas thereunder by failing to transfer certain 
traffic to RCAC. 

Results: Proceeding is still in progress. 

Time required: Not completed. 
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Docket No. 11298—ROAC, Ince vy. Westerm Union re tarfulness of certain 
practices of The Western Union Telegraph Company under the Internationa! 
Formula 
Personnel: 2 lawyers and 1 accountant. 
Nature: To resolve petition for ruling that Western Union is in violation o* 


section 222 of act and the formulas thereunder with respect to certain solicita- 
tion and routing practices. 


Results: Proceeding is still in progress. 
Time required: Not completed. 


Docket No. 11364—Complaint—RCAC, Inc, v. The Western Union Telegraph Com- 
pany, defendant. In re Area C Pacific trafic under the International Form- 
ula 

Personnel: 2 lawyers and 1 accountant. 

Nature: To resolve complaint that Western Union is illegally handling traftix 
to area C under the international formula. 

Results: Proceeding is still in progress. 

Time required: Not completed. 


Docket Nos. 9248, 11284, and 11285—In re applications for coastal harbor radio 
stations, by Clinton D. McKinnon, Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company, 
and Radiomarine Corporation of America 

Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 

Nature: To resolve conflicting applications for coastal harbor radio facilities. 
Results: Proceeding is still in progress. 

Time required: Not completed. 


Docket No. 11441—Press Wireless Revision of Tariff F. C. C. No. 26 
Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 tariff examiner. 
Nature: Partially suspended tariff which extended free tie-line service beyond 
Washington corporate limits into neighboring areas of Maryland and Virginia 
Results: Hearings completed and decision being prepared. 
Time required: Not completed. 


Docket Nos. 11392 and 11393—In re applications of Bartlett and Reed Manage- 
ment and Black Hills Video Company, Rapid City, South Dakota, for con- 
struction permits for radio relay facilities 

Personnel : 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 
Nature: To resolve conflicting applications for microwave radio relay facilities 


Results: Hearings postponed pending attempts by applicants to reach satis- 
factory settlement. 


Time required: Not completed. 


Docket No. 11500—IJn re application of Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania 
for construction permit in the Domestic Public Land Mobile Radio Service 
Personnel: 1 lawyer and 1 engineer. 
Nature: To resolve protests against grant and to determine whether proposed 
service is necessary in the public interest. 
Results: Proceeding is still in progress. 
Time required: Not completed. 


Docket No. 11518—Jn the Matter of American Telephone and Telegraph Company 
Charges, Classifications, Regulations and Practices for and in Connection 
With Multiple Private Line Services and Channels 

Personnel: 2 lawyers, 2 tariff examiners, and 2 accountants. 


Nature: To determine whether proposed new private line services and charges 
therefor are just and reasonable and in the public interest. 

Results: Proceeding is still in progress. 

Time required: Not completed. 


Mr. Evrns. We have heard the bell. There is an appropriation bill 
up at this time. 
The committee stands adjourned until 9:30 tomorrow morning. 


(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee adjourned, to reconvene at 
9:30 a. m. Wednesday, March 21, 1956.) 
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Mr. MacIntyre. The next document that I offer for the record is a 
letter from the Acting Chairman of the Federal Communications 
Commission to you, Mr. Chairman, under date of March 16, 1956, 
een the additional information called for by your question 
No. 5. 

Mr. Weiwserc. Question 5 was a multipart question, and this en- 
closure refers to part 7 of that question 5. 

Mr. MacIntyre. The other part. 1, I believe. 

Mr. Evtns. It may be received for the record, without objection. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., March 16, 1956. 
Hon. Joe L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Evins: I am submitting herewith additional information 
called for in question No. 5 of your letter of December 21, 1955. For con- 
venience, we have repeated the information submitted with Chairman Mc- 
Connaughey’s letter of March 13, 1956, and are showing the additional infor- 
mation on a supplemental page following each of the pages previously submitted. 

The response to part 7 of question 5 is submitted as a separate attachment 
along with the related court decisions. 

Sincerely yours, 


E. M. WesstTer, Acting Chairman. 


Question 5 (7): The number of decisions of the Commission appealed to the 
Federal courts, with copies of the court’s decision and whether the Commission’s 
decision was confirmed, reversed, or criticized. 

( Norr.—This listing is based on the assumption that only decisions stemming 
from comparative television cases since July 1953, in which initial or final 

‘Commission decisions were issued, are desired.) 

1. Colonial Television, Inc. v. Federal Communications Commission, case 12,167. 
Appeal by applicant in a comparative hearing case from Commission order 
declaring one applicant in default for failure to prosecute application. Com- 
mission affirmed. 

2. St. Louis Amusement Co. v. Federal Communications Commission, case 
No. 12,354. St. Louis Amusement Co. appealed from a Commission order desig- 
nating, inter alia, the application of Columbia Broadcasting System for a 
comparative hearing along with that of St. Louis Amusement and other appli- 
cants. St. Louis Amusement Co. sought an injunction against holding the 
comparative hearing until dismissal of Columbia’s application, on the ground 
that a grant of CBS’ application would violate the Commission’s multiple own- 
ership rule. On August 11, 1954, the Court of Appeals for the District of Co- 
lumbia dismissed this case, on the ground that the petitioner sought review of 
a nonreviewable interlocutory order.’ 

8. James R. Fleming and Paul V. McNutt, d/b/a Anthony Wayne Broadcasting 
v. Federal Communications Commission, case No. 12,452. Following comparative 
hearing, Commission granted the application of Radio Fort Wayne, Inc. After 
the case was briefed, but before oral argument, Paul V. McNutt died. Upon 
suggestion of his death to the court, the court remanded the case to the Com- 
mission, by an opinion dated June 13, 1955, for further proceedings to determine 
what effect, if any, Mr. MeNutt’s death had on the proceedings. Subsequently, 
the Commission reopened the record to take notice of Mr. MeNutt’s death, and 
issued an opinion affirming the earlier award to Radio Fort Wayne. A new 
appeal was taken from this latest order, which appeal is now pending before 
the Circuit Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. 

4. McClatchy Broadcasting Co. v. Federal Communications Commission, case 
No. 12,470. McClatchy Broadcasting Co. appealed from a final decision, entered 
after a comparative hearing, granting the.application of Sacramento Tele- 


2 The order of dismissal was not formally reported in the court's official reports. 
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casters, Inc., for a construction permit for a television station in Sacramento, 
Calif. On January 27, 1956, the court of appeals affirmed the Commission. The 
decision in no way criticized the Commission for its policy judgment that a grant 
of Sacramento Telecaster’s application would diversify the control of media 
of mass communications within the coverage area of the proposed station. A 
petition for rehearing is pending before the court. 

5. Jefferson Amusement Co., Inc. v. Federal Communications Commission, 
ease No. 12,471. Appeal by Jefferson Amusement Co. from a Commission order 
dismissing appellant's application for a comparative hearing on the ground that 
appellant Jefferson, within the meaning of a relevant Commission rule, had 
filed its application on behalf of another applicant (Lufkin) who had previously 
dismissed its application for the same channel. On September 18, 1955, the 
Commission was reversed, on the ground that it had erroneously interpreted 
the word “default,” used in the relevant rule applied. 

6. W. S. Butterfield Theatres, Inc. v. Federal Communications Commission, 
ease No. 12,527; Trebit Corporation v. F. C. C., case No. 12,528. In these con- 
solidated cases, Butterfield and Trebit appeal from a Commission decision 
granting the application of WIR, the Goodwill Station, Inc., for a construction 
permit for a television station in Flint, Mich. Because of subsequent proceed- 
ings before the Commission and appeals therefrom (see item 13), the appellants 
only recently filed their reply briefs. Oral argument before the court was held 
March 13, 1956. No decision has been issued as yet. 

7. Columbia Empire Telecasters, Inc. vy. Federal Communications Commission, 
case No. 12,529. Columbia Empire appealed from a Commission decision grant- 
ing the application of Oregon Television, Inc., for a construction permit for a 
television station in Portland, Oreg., following comparative hearings. On De- 
cember 15, 1955, the court of appeals affirmed the Commission’s decision, up- 
holding the Commission’s application of its diversification doctrine. 

8. Pinellas Broadcasting Co. v. Federal Communications Commission, case 
No. 12,545. Appeal by Pinellas from a Commission decision, following compara- 
tive hearings, granting the application of The Tribune Co. for a construction 
permit for a television station in the Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla., area. On 
January 19, 1956, the court of appeals affirmed the Commission’s decision. 
Pinellas has petitioned the United States Supreme Court for a writ of certiorari 
to review the decision of the court of appeals. 

9. Southside Virginia Telecasting Corp. v. Federal Communications Commts- 
sion, case No. 12,546. Southside Virginia appealed from a decision granting 
the application of Petersburg Television Corp. for a construction permit for a 
television station in Petersburg, Va. On December 29, 1955, the court of appeals 
affirmed the Commission’s decision per curiam. Southside Virginia has peti- 
tioned the United States Supreme Court for a writ of certiorari to review the 
court of appeals’ decision. 

10. The Enterprise Co. v. Federal Communications Commission, case No. 
12,577. The Enterprise Co. appealed from a Commission decision granting the 
application of Beaumont Broadcasting Co. for a construction permit for a tele- 
vision station in Beaumont, Tex. On December 29, 1955, the court of appeals 
issued an opinion, reversing the Commission, and remanding the proceedings 
to the Commission for determination of what effect stock ownership by a Mr. 
Hobby (principal in one of the losing applicants) in a corporation to whom 
Beaumont had given a stock option, might have on the Commission’s deision. 

11. Tampa Times Co. v. Federal Communications Commission, Case No. 12,588. 
Orange Television Co. v. Federal Communications Commission, Case No. 12,589. 
In these consolidated cases, Tampa Times and Orange appealed from a Com- 
mission decision granting the application of Tampa Television Co. for a con- 
struction permit for a television station in Tampa, Fla. On February 9, 1956, 
the Court of Appeals affirmed the Commission’s decision. 

12. WJIV-TV, Inc. v. Federal Communications Commission, Case No. 12,598. 
Appeal by WJIV-TV, Inc. from a Commission decision granted the application 
of WSAYV, Inc. for a construction permit, for a television station in Savannah, 
~ On January 12, 1956, the Court of Appeals affirmed the Commission’s deci- 
sion. 

13. W. 8. Butterfield Theatres, Inc. v. Federal Communications Commission, 
Case No. 12,752. Trebit Corporation v. F. C. C., Case No. 12,753. Trebit and 
Butterfield appealed from a Commission order denying their joint petition for 
reconsideration. These cases were consolidated with cases 12,527 and 12,528. 
Oral argument was held March 13, 1956. No decision has been issued as yet. 

14. T. B. Lanford et al. v. Federal Communications Commission, Case No. 
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12,748. T. B. Lanford, et al., appealed from a Commission decision granting the 
application of the Shreveport Television Corp. for a construction permit for a 
television station in Shreveport, La. On November 28, 1955, the appellant vol- 
untarily dismissed its appeal. The court issued no formal opinion. 

15. International Broadcasting Corp. v. Federal Communications Commission, 
Case No. 12,749. International Broadcasting appealed from a Commission deci- 
sion granting the application of KTBS, Inc. for a construction permit for a tele- 
vision station in Shreveport, La. Appellant’s reply brief was filed only recently. 
Oral argument has not been scheduled at the date of this writing. No decision 
has been issued as yet. 

16. Sacramento Broadcasters, Inc. v. Federal Communications Commission, Case 
No, 12,854. Sacramento Broadcasters appeals from a Commission decision grant- 
ing the application of KCRA for a construction permit for a television station in 
Sacramento, Calif. The Commission’s brief in this case was filed February 21, 
1956. Appellant’s reply brief remains to be filed. No decision has been issued as 
yet. 

17. Sowthland Television Co. v. Federal Communications Commission, Case No. 
13,021. Southland Television has appealed from a Commission decision granting 
the application of Don George, et al., for a construction permit for a television 
station in Shreveport, La. The case has not yet been briefed. No decision has 
been issued as yet. 

18. KARM, The George Harm Station v. Federal Communications Commission, 
Case No. 13,150. KARN has appealed from a Commission decision granting the 
application of California Inland Broadcasting Corp. for a construction permit for 
a television station in Fresno, Calif. The case has not yet been briefed. No 
decision has been issued as yet. 

19. Tennessee Television, Inc. v. Federal Communications Commission, Case 
No. 18,168. Tennessee Television has appealed from a decision of the Commis- 
sion granting the application of Radio Station WBIK, Inc., for a construction 
permit for a television station in Knoxville, Tenn. The case has n ot yet been 
briefed. The appeal has been held in abeyance until the Commission disposes of 
a pending petition for reconsideration. No decision has been issued as yet. 

20. East Coast Television Corp v. Federal Communications Commission, Case 
No. 13,181. Sunbeam Television Corp. v. F. C. C., Case No. 13,180; South Florida 
Television Corp. v. F. C. C., Case No. 18,183 All of the appellants in these cases 
appeal from a decision of the Commission, following a comparative hearing, 
granting the application of Biscayne Television Corp. for a construction permit 
for a new television station in Miami, Fla. None of the cases has as yet been 
briefed, the appeals having only been filed on February 20, 1956. No decision 
has been issued as yet. 


Mr. MacIntyre. The next document that we offer for this record is 
a letter from the Chairman of the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion to you, Mr. Chairman, under date of March 21, 1956, and it refers 
to the questionnaire that you sent to the Federal Communications 
Commission under date of December 21, 1955, and explains the func- 
tions and the procedures of the Federal Communications Commission, 
particularly its Office of Opinions and Review. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, it may be received. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 21, 1956. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Evins: This will refer to the questionnaire sent to the 
Federal Communications Commission under date of December 21, 1955. In ac- 
cordance with our discussions concerning certain questions, a general explana- 
tion of the Commission’s procedures and treatment of cases involving adjudica- 
tion appears desirable. As you may know under.recent amendments passed in 
1952, a specific organizational setup in the Commission was required and specific 
“separation of functions” was written into the Communications Act over and 
above those required by the Administrative Procedure Act. The Commission’s 
staff is organized in accordance with the statute into operating bureaus relating 
to the principal regulatory functions of the Commission, with legal, engineering, 
and accounting personnel in each bureau to carry out that bureau’s work. 
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The specific separation of function language is embodied in section 409 of the 
act (primarily 409 (c) (2)). This provides that the Commission’s staff, other 
than the Office of Opinions and Review and the personal assistants to the Com- 
missioners, is prohibited from making any presentation with respect to a case 
except on the record once a matter has been designated for hearing. Under this 
separation of functions in each case of adjudication, the particular bureau con- 
cerned (in this instance the Broadcast Bureau) participates in the adjudicatory 
process as a party to the proceeding and all of its activities are on the record. 
Thus, in the cases covered by question 5, the Broadcast Bureau at the same time 
and under the same rules as other parties files pleadings, motions, memoranda, 
exceptions, briefs, and even orally argues the merits of the case on the public 
record. It is assumed that those staff papers are not what you seek under sub- 
question 5 (2), but if we are incorrect they are of course available. 

The only portions of the Commission’s staff which by congressional design are 
permitted to participate in a manner other than on the public record are the 
staff of the Commission’s Office of Opinions and Review and the personal staff 
of each Commissioner. Thus, notes and memoranda by staff personnel relating 
to cases in adjudication, which are presented to the Commission outside the 
record, are only from these two groups of persons which were provided for by 
Congress in sections 4 (f) (2) and 5 (c) of the Communications Act. The Com- 
missioners have unlimited discretion in their consultation with their personal 
staff, but Congress has set up specific standards with respect to the functions of 
the Office of Opinions and Review. Section 5 (c) provides as follows: 

“The Commission shall establish a special staff of employees, herginafter in 
this act referred to as the ‘review staff,’ which shall consist of such legal, en- 
gineering, accounting, and other personnel as the Commission deems necessary. 
The review staff shall be directly responsible to the Commission and shall not 
be made a part of any bureau or divisional organization of the Commission. 
Its work shall not be supervised or directed by any employee of the Commission 
other than a member of the review staff whom the Commission may designate as 
the head of such staff. The review staff shall perform no duties or functions 
other than to assist the Commission, in cases of adjudication (as defined in the 
Administrative Procedure Act) which have been designated for hearing, by pre- 
paring a summary of the evidence presented at any such hearing, by preparing, 
after an initial decision but prior to oral argument, a compilation of the facts 
material to the exceptions and replies thereto filed by the parties, and by pre- 
paring for the Commission or any member or members thereof, without recom- 
mendations and in accordance with specific directions from the Commission or 
such member or members, memoranda, opinions, decisions, and orders. The 
Commission shall not permit any employee who is not a member of the review 
staff to perform the duties and functions which are to be performed by the re- 
view staff; but this shall not be construed to limit the duties and functions which 
any assistant or secretary appointed pursuant to section 4 (f) (2) may perform 
for the Commissioner by whom he was appointed.” [Emphasis supplied. } 

You will note that the function of the review staff is to prepare memoranda, 
opinions, decisions, and orders with respect to the case only in accordance with 
specific directions from the Commission or a member or members thereof. While 
analysis and recommendations with respect to any case may be and have been 
prepared for the Commissioners by their own personal staff and transmitted to 
them either orally or in writing, recommendations by the review staff as to the 
merits are not permitted. 

Furthermore, you will note this language in the Communications Act prevents 
the Office of Opinions and Review from preparing even draft opinions and orders 
in these cases until after they have been instructed by the Commission or a 
particular Commissioner. As a result either immediately after the close of oral 
argument or such date thereafter as is convenient with respect to the workload 
of the Commission and its staff, the Commission customarily meets and instructs 
the Office of Opinions and Review to prepare draft decisions or opinions. The 
head of the Office of Opinions and Review staff is responsible for the internal 
handling within his staff, including the initial assignment of the drafting of such 
instructed opinion and for reviewing the draft opinion before it is brought back 
to the Commission. 

The Commission, at meetings for giving instructions to the review staff, does 
not have any formalized taking of a straw vote as such, but instead issues instruc- 
tions as required by law. In some instances (where it appears that there is 
unanimity of opinion) instructions to draft opinions may be given by the Com- 
mission as a whole. In other instances, a bare majority may give instructions 











FEDERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 835 


and in some instances less than a majority may request or may consent to a 
tentative draft being prepared. In fact the provisions of section 5 (c) contem- 
plate that the Office of Opinions and Review may be directed to prepare draft 
opinions of what may amount to both the majority and the minority opinions for 
further discussion. 

We have already forwarded to you all the material, which is requested by 
question 5 that is a matter of record. Those matters which are not of record 
as we have pointed out are only the internal working papers of the Commission’s 
personal staff and of the Office of Opinions and Review staff. Congress itself 
specifically required this review staff to be set up as a separate group of people 
to assist the Commission in writing its decisions, subject only to the control of the 
Commission. In view of the fact that Congress after extensive legislative hear- 
ings specifically provided for this special staff to assist the Commission as the only 
staff permitted to participate off the record, we do not know whether Congress 
would desire to impair the usefulness of these persons in assisting the Commission 
in its decisional process by requiring the internal working papers and information 
concerning them to be made available to the public. Of course, as was agreed 
in our discussions, the Commissioners will be available to discuss in general the 
decisional process and particularly the information requested in subquestion 5 (8) 
at the hearing you indicated would be held. If further explanation with respect 
to other aspects of this question is necessary, the Commissioners will be available 
to answer questions at that time. 

The Commission also desires to make certain observations with respect to 
questions 7 and 8. AsI told you in our discussion, since question 7 is not confined 
to a particular period of time and its scope relates to all aspects of allocation, 
the actual gathering together of all staff memorandums, which relate to this part 
of the Commission’s work, would take an extraordinary amount of staff time. 
Also, the Commission believes that in order to have an independent staff free to 
make such recommendations as they feel justified, the recommendations of the 
staff and internal memorandums relating thereto should not as a general matter 
be made available to persons outside the Commission. Since you indicated that 
you had no desire to make it difficult for the staff of the Commission to make its 
independent recommendations, it is our understanding that this broad, general 
request would not need to be answered. 

In answer to question 20, a general explanation seems appropriate. Except 
in unusual cases the Commission does not have a record in rulemaking proceedings 
in the sense of evidence submitted by sworn testimony subject to cross-examina- 
tion nor does the law so require. Rather the Commission issues a public notice 
of proposed rulemaking and provides an opportunity to comment thereon for 
interested persons (with or without oral argument) and ultimately reaches a 
conclusion either to adopt or reject in whole or in part the proposed rules just as 
Congress adopts or rejects proposed legislation. 

In considering the wisdom of adopting proposed rules the FCC takes into 
account not only the comments filed but the material within its files, the know!- 
edge and experience of the members and staff of the agency. This is in accord 
with the intent of section 4 (b) of the Administrative Procedure Act, as shown 
by the following statement from the Attorney General’s Manual on APA, page 31: 

“It is entirely clear, however, that section 4 (b) does not require the formulation 
of rules upon the exclusive basis of any record made in informal rulemaking 
proceedings. Senate hearings (1941), page 44. Accordingly, except in formal 
rulemaking governed by sections 7 and 8, an agency is free to formulate rules 
upon the basis of materials in its files and the knowledge and experience of the 
agency in addition to the materials adduced in public rulemaking proceedings ” 

Thus, in general the Commissioners have added to the knowledge which they 
ultimately exercise in passing upon proposed rules from a great many sources 
and would be unable to list and identify the persons covered by this question 
with any degree of accuracy. The very number of rules considered and the 
number of persons who may have in some way made a statement related to one 
or more rules creates such a task that only an extremely small fraction of the 
persons necessarily covered would be recalled. The most reasonable descrip- 
tion of the Commissioners’ attitude with respect to rulemaking is that, within 
the limits of their available time as public officials, they do not refuse to see 
and listen to anyone. If additional information on this subject is desired, the 
Commissioners will be available to be questioned at the hearing before your 
committee. 

At the conclusion of question 20, you also requested our views on how the 
reorganization of this Commission, in accordance with the first Hoover Com- 
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mission report, had affected our functions. As I pointed out in our discussions, 
the reorganization order submitted to Congress with respect to this agency was 
never permitted to become law and as a result, the only reorganization in this 
Commission is the one I previously referred to, which was encompassed in the 
1952 amendments to the Communications Act. This reorganization did not in 
any way change the powers of the Chairman of this agency. 

In accordance with our discussions the Commission will not submit affidavits 
with respect to gratuities, expenses, and honorariums as covered in question 12, 
but instead will be available to answer questions with respect to this subject 
when called to appear at a hearing before your committee. It is our under- 
standing that the problems with respect to questions 6 and 13 have been resolved 
by our respective staffs and with the submission of that material and the mate- 
rial relating to question 11, the Commission will have complied with the subject 
questionnaire. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE C. McCONNAUGHEY, Chairman. 


Mr. MacIntyre. The next document I offer for this record is a 
letter from the Chairman of the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion to you, Mr. Chairman, under date of April 6, 1956, and it is 
accompanied by what is submitted as answers to your questions Nos. 6, 
9, 10, 11, and 13, and I offer that letter and the answers thereto for 
the record, excepting answer to question 13, and I will explain that 
in a moment. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, it may be received. 


(The document referred to is as follows :) 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., April 6, 1956. 
Hon. Joe L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Evins: In response to question 13 contained in your letter 
of December 21, 1955, as amplified by members of your staff in conversation with 
Mr. Henley of the Commission’s staff, we are enclosing herewith the following: 

1. Summary statement of revenues, expenses, and income of television 
networks and stations. 

2. Television revenues of NBC, CBS, ABC, and Dumont networks. 

3. Television revenues of stations licensed to NBC, CBS, ABC, and Dumont. 

4. Summary statement of network income from television for NBC, CBS, 
ABC, and Dumont. 

All of the enclosed financial data is taken from reports which have been 
submitted to this Commission upon a confidential basis. 

We are satisfied, however, on the basis of material furnished us by Mr. 
McEntyre and Mr. Arnold of your staff that we may within our discretion make 
the data available to your subcommittee. A copy of an opinion of the Attorney 
General, dated June 15, 1955, which related to a similar request from the Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, is relied upon as applicable 
to your request also. For your information, we have heretofore supplied your 
staff with a copy of that opinion. 

In furnishing this financial data, we wish to point out that it has been our 
practice to release and publish only summaries or statistical totals of the finan- 
cial information contained in reports submitted to us by stations and networks, 
without disclosing the operating experience of an individual reporting unit. 
With few exceptions each published classification has combined the data for 
at least three stations. To the best of our knowledge, the industry in general 
is satisfied that this method of handling the information has maintained the 
confidential status of the individual reports and we urge that insofar as possible 
the confidentiality of the data submitted herewith be guarded by similar treat- 
ment. 

Under separate cover we are also forwarding material in response to your 
questions 6, 9, 10, and 11, which we believe completes compliance with your 
request of December 21, 1955. 

By direction of the Commission : 

GroreEe C. McCoNNAUGHEY, Chairman. 
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REPLY TO QUESTION 6 IN LETTER OF DECEMBER 21, 1955, From SeLect CoMMITTEE 
ON SMALL BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


The following bulletins and directives issued within the Common Carrier 
Bureau were in effect or issued after January 1953: 

1. Procedure for routing and processing correspondence in the Common Car- 
rier Bureau, May 19,1950. This is currently in effect. 

2. Common Carrier Bureau, Statement of Functions of the Bureau, April 
1950. This is currently in effect except for the following revisions: 

(a) The Ship Accounts Branch, together with its functions, was trans- 
ferred to the Office of the Secretary. 

(b) The Common Carrier Statistics Division and its two branches, An- 
nual and Monthly Reports Branch and Special Statistics Branch, were con- 
solidated into a Statistics Branch. 

(c) Within the Telephone Division the two branches Revenue Require- 
ments Branch and Tariffs and Rate Classifications Branch were consoli- 
dated. 

(@) Within the Telephone Division the two branches Services and Facili- 
ties Branch and Domestic Radio Services Branch were consolidated. 

(e) An Office of Accounting Systems was created in October 1955, to 
perform functions transferred from the former Office of Chief Accountants. 
In January 1956, the Statistics Branch was placed under this office. At the 
same time, an additional branch, Accounting Systems Branch, was created. 

3. Statement of objectives of the Common Carrier Bureau, 1950. This is 
currently in effect except that it has been modified by the same organizational 
changes as (2) above. 

Other minor bulletins and directives to the staff relate to such matters as 
routing of correspondence and applications within the Bureau to fit particular 
situations. 


9. Classify the ownership of, first, VHF, and, second, UHF television stations in 
the United States: (a) By network, (‘0) by newspaper interests, (c) by 
manufacturers, (d@) by theatrical interests, (e) by educational institutions 

The attached listings showing ownership of TV stations by networks and by 
educational institutions have been compiled from the Commission’s records. 
With respect to the ownership of TV stations by companies or persons having 
newspaper, manufacturing, or theatrical interests, we wish to point out that the 
Commission does not maintain a list of broadcast licensees classified by the 
licensee’s other business interests. Information on the other business interests 
of an applicant for broadcast facilities is reported in the initial application filed 
for construction permit and again at 3-year intervals in connection with the 
application for renewal of license. Also, when a license is to be assigned or 
when control of the licensee is to be transferred, the application requesting such 
approval requires information on the other business interests of the new appli- 
cant. As a result, the Commission is fully informed at the time of granting 
an original license, at each renewal of that license, or at the time of any assign- 
ment or transfer of control as to the nature of the licensee’s other business inter- 
ests. 

During the period, however, between the granting of an original license and 
the renewal of that license (or in the period between two successive renewals of 
a given license) changes may occur with respect to the licensee’s other business 
interests which are not reported to the Commission (unless, of course, such 
change also involves the ownership or control of the licensee). For example, 
where an individual is the licensee of a broadcast station and is also a publisher 
and owner of a newspaper, that relationship would be reported at the time of 
original license or at any renewal of that license. If, however, the individual 
licensee should dispose of his newspaper interest shortly after a grant of the 
original license or a renewal of that license, the change in his other business 
interests would not be reported to the Commission until the next renewal 
of that license. A similar situation would obtain where the individual licensee 
had no newspaper interest originally or at the time of his last renewal and 
subsequently acquired one. . 

In view of the above-described reporting requirements, it is not possible to 
prepare a list as of a given date which would permit a classification of stations by 
the other business interests of the licensee or its stockholders. As a result, the 
compilations shown for these groupings have been prepared from Television Fact- 
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book, No. 22, a semiannual publication of Television Digest. In the past we have 
had occasion to check the business interest information shown in this publica- 
tion to the extent possible with Commission records and found a high degree of 
accuracy. As a result, we have reason to believe the information shown for 
these groups is substantially accurate. 


(a@) Ownership of TV stations by networks 


en eae 
Network | VHForUHF {| Callletter | City and State Degree of 
| ownership 





Percent 
New York, N. Y 100 
| Chicago, Il 100 
| Los Angeles, Calif Loo 
KGO-TV__._. San Francisco, Calif 100 
Detroit, Mich 100 
New York, N. Y 100 
WBBM-TV._...| Chicago, Il 100 
| KNXT Los Angeles, Calif 100 
|} WXIX.. Pid aenes, Wie) 25 ete at 100 
WGTH-TV_...!} 100 
WRCA-TV__... rY i. 100 
WRC-TV._..... y ‘ 100 
WNBQ 100 
WRCV-TV.. 100 
| KRCA_. 100 
= 10 
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(b) By newspaper interests—Ovwnership of TV stations by newspaper interests 


Newspaper interest City and State | 


VHF or | 
| UHF 


Call letter Degree of 


ownership 


C.) Independent and | UHF.. 


| UBF... 
| VBF_. 


WAIM-TV.__.-| 


WAKR-TV____| Akron, Ohio 
| Albany, Ga 
| Amarillo, Tex 


Anderson (8, 
Mail. 

Akron-Beacon Journal 

Albany (Ga.) Herald 

Amarillo News and Globe Times 

Ashtabula (Ohio) Star Beacon 


Anderson, 8. C Licensee. 


| 
| 
} 
‘| 
-| 
| 


Minority. 
Licensee. 
Do. 


Atlanta Journal and Constitution (Cox 


Newspapers). 


Baltimore News-Post (Hearst Corp.) --- 


Milwaukee Sentinel (Hearst Corp.) _- 


Baltimore Sun 
Baton Rouge 
Times. 


Big Spring (Tex.) Herald 


Advocate and 


State | 


Birmingham News and Post-Herald _- | 
Bluefield (W. Va.) Daily Telegraph and | 


Sunset News. 


Beane IGOG. « .. anna csbbasivcatiemnd-.- | 
Butler (Pa.) Eagle and Du Bois (Pa.) 


Courier Express. 


Butte Montana Standard..........._-- 
Camden (Ark.) News... _.--- 


Cedar Rapids Gazette 


Champaign (I1ll.) News-Gazette 


and | 


Decatur (Tll.) Herald and Review. 
Wyoming Eagle and Wyoming State | 


Tribune. 


Chicago Tribune 


Cincinnati Post (Seripps- Howard | 


Newspapers). 
Cincinnati Times-Star 


Cleveland Plain Dealer and News 
Cleveland Press (Scripps-Howard | 


Newspapers). 


Columbus (Ga.) Enquirer and Ledger. 
Columbus Dispatch and Ohio State | 


Journal. 


aa 


Alhambra Post-Advocate (Copley | 


Press, Inc.). 


Dales FE: vs sobicds oils 


Dallas Times-Herald_- 


Danville Commercial News (Gannett 


Newspapers). 


Dayton News and Journal Herald | 


(Cox Newspapers). 
Des 
(Cowles Publications). 


Moines Register and Peat 


Minneapolis Star and Tribune (Cowles 
Publications) and St. Paul Dispatch | 
and Pioneer Press (Ridder News- | 


papers). 


Minneapolis Star and Tribune (Cowles | 
Publications) and Hutchinson News | 


Herald. 


Register and Tribune (Des Moines, 


Iowa) (Cowles 
Detroit News--_.-.--. 


Duluth Herald and News-Tribune VHF... 


(Ridder Newspapers). 


Durham Herald and Sun 


Easton Express 


Publications). 


VHF .- 
VHF-_ 
VHF... 





WBAL-TV.. 


WISN-TV 


WMAR-TV.__- 
| WBRZ___...- 


-| KBST~" 


WABT 


WBEN-TV-. 


WILK-TV 


KFBB-TV_.- 


KCMC-TV 


.| KCRG-TV_.__. 
| WOTA.2- | 


| | 
Bere. 2iid...! 


__| KFBC-TV.- 

| WGN- | 
| WCPO-TV_____| 
| WKRO-TV.. 


N-TV____| 
WKBN-TV. 


WTVv 
WEWS 


WRBL-TV___. 
WBNS-TV._.--- 


| WFAA-TV 


vaF..| 


| VHF___| 


| VHF ..- 


Eau Claire Leader-Telegram _.____._.__| 


Elkhart Truth 
E] Paso Times 
Erie Dispatch 
Erie Times 


UHF...} 


VHF: .- 
UHF... 
VHF... 
VHF 
UBF. 


| UHF_-_- 
Parey Feeeel. .......uit.diditedsec <. 


Southwest American and Times Rec- | 
ord (Southwestern Senane Co. . 


Fort Worth Star-Telegram _- 


Fresno Bee__ 


Grants Pass (Oreg.) Courier... 
Greenville News and Piedmont 


Greensboro Daily News and Record_- 
Hannibal Courier Post (Lee News- | 


papers). 


Harrisburg Patriot and News (New- 


house Newspapers). 
Hastings Tribune 


VHF.. 


| UHF.. 


VHF__- 
VHF... 


| VHF... 


| UHF.. 


VEEF 42. 


| 


| 
| 





| KHAS-TV__..- 


KRLD-TV_____| 
WDAN-TV.. 


WHIO-TV 


| woco-T v 


WWJ-TV 


WDSM-TV___- 
WTVD.__.__._. 
WGLV....___- 
WEAU-TV__. 


“| KROD-TV 


WICcU.. 
WSEE. 


KFSA-TV 


WBAP-TV_-_. 


KMJ-TV 
KBES-TV. 
WFBC-TV._ 
WFMY-TV_” 


KHQA-TV..._.| 
| WTPA........ 


TVL2. 


| Eau Claire, 


Ashtabula, Ohio__- 
Atlanta, Ga 


.-| Baltimore, Md- 


Milwaukee, Wis 
Baltimore, Md 
Baton Rouge, La_-_-_-- 


Big Spring, Tex__..._- 
Birmingham, Ala- 


| Bluefield, W. Va 


..| Buffalo, N. Y 
| Wilkes-Barre, Pa 


| Great Falls, Mont_--- 
| Texarkana, Tex 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa__- 


Champaign, Ill_. 
Scottsbluff, Nebr 
Cheyenne, Wyo 
Chicago, Tl. ._______- 
Cincinnati, Ohio 


.do 
Columbus, “Ohio 


__| Youngstown, Ohio____| 
| Cleveland, Ohio. _.... 


| Los Angeles, Calif 


en Tex 


— ille, Il_ 
| Dayton, Ohio 
| KRNT-TV.. i 


Des Moines, Iowa 


Minneapolis, Minn. --. 


Hutchinson, Kans_ --- 


2 


Sioux City, Iowa 


Detroit, Mich___._- 
Duluth-Superior, 

Minn. 
Durham, N. C 
Easton, Pa 
Wis 
Elkhart, Ind_-___..._- 
El Paso, Tex 
Erie, Pa 

do 


¥ oe N.C. 
_| WDAY-TV____|-F 
UHF___| 


| VHF___| 


argo, N. Dak 
Fort Smith, Ark--__. 


| Fort Worth, Tex 


Fresno, Calif_. 


_| Medford, Oreg 


| Greenville, 8. C_. 
} Greensboro, N. 
Hannibal, Mo 
Harrisburg, Pa 


Hastings, Nebr 


Do. 
Do. 


Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Majority. 


Minority. 
Licensee. 
Do. 


Do. 
Minority. 


Do. 

Do. 
Licensee. 
Minority. 


Do. 

Do. 
Licensee. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Minority. 
Licensee. 


| Majority. 
Licensee. 


Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 
Majority. 


Do. 


Do. 


| Licensee, 





Do. 
Do. 


| Minority. 
| Licensee. 
| Minority. 


.| Licensee. 


Do. 
Do. 

| Minority. 
Do. 
Do. 


., Licensee. 


Do. 
Do. 
Majority. 
| Minority. 
Licensee. 
Minority. 


| Licensee. 


| Majority. 
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| 
| 


Newspaper interest 






Holyoke Transcript-Telegram..........) 
Honolulu Advertiser_.-.......-.-.---.. 
Honolulu Star-Bulletin. - ---..- 








Houston Chronicle.......-..-..-.------ 
Houston Post_-.--.-.- 
Huntington Herald “Dispatch ‘and Ad- 
vertiser. 
Clarion Ledger and News----.--..------ 
Capital News and Post Tribune. ____- 
‘Tribune-Democrat- 
Jacksonville Journal .____.........-._-- 
Joplin Globe and News Herald-_.._.--.- 
Kansas City Star and Times_-___-.--.--- 
eG, TR oe hos oc nos raeonenns 
Lancaster New Era and Intelligencer- 
Journal. 


Las Vegas Review-Journal (South- 
western Publishing Co.). 

Lae Wepee@ie. . ost. c2lccs. tk e..- 

Arkansas Democrat--....--.-.---------- 

Los Angeles Times and Mirror--------- 

Courier Journal and Times-- 

Mason City Globe-Gazette (Lee News: | 
papers). 

SS eee ae ee 

Memphis Commercial Appeal and | 
Press-Scimitar (Scripps-Howard 
Newspapers). | 

Di eridiest Btet..... ...ciiii aged... 

Miami Beach Sun (Storer Broadcast- 
ing Co.) 












































Milwaukee Journai 
i i RL” a eee rene ee 
Virginia Pilot and Ledger-Dispatch -- -. 
Oklahoman and Times_-.....--.------.- | 
POEIGNTING TOE... nnn cacesccence usta) 
Philadelphia Bulletin... - 

Philadelphia Inquirer (Triangle Pub- 

lications, Inc.) 



















Portland Oregonian (Newhouse News- 
papers). 

Press-Herald and Express (Gannett 
mn 

ientit- See. ka a EL a. 

News and Observer and Times 

Times and World News-_-__.__.-------- 

Rochester Democrat and Chronical 
and Times-Union (Gannett News- 
papers). 

Star and Register-Republic...__...___- 

Mook Beet Seus.......... aie. 

Rocky Mount N. C.) Telegram... -.. 

Salt Lake Tribune--_--.........--.-.--- 

Express and News. -..-..---.--....--.-- 

San Francisco Chronicle 






and Journal-Tribume.______.--- 

News and Leader and Press and Mus- 
kogee Phoenix and Times Democrat. 
Globe-Democrat (Newhouse News- 


rs). 
st Touis Post-Dispatch............-.-- 


Sedalia Capital and Democrat ---...---- 

South Bend Tribune-_-_----......-_...-- 

Las Vegas Review Journal (South- 
western Publishing Co.). 

Chronicle and Spokesman Review - ---- 

Post Standard and Herald Journal 
(Newhouse Newspapers). 

Tacoma News-Tribune. -..........--- 

Ee BE nis sicees seo cen extant 












VHF or 


UHF 


VHF... 


VHF ...| WFLA-TV..... 





2 2a sy | Eee — WU osc 
VEEP gt Pe Oa wdc len nadia eceninecainde 
VHF.._.| WSAZ-TV....- ifaiatingion, W. Va__- 
VRP 2. if Wee tao. Jackson, Miss iacadadud 
VHF ...| KRCG.....-.... Jefferson City, Mo..-- 
VHF.__| WJAC-TV_.... Johnstown, Pa__.----- 
UHF...| WJHP-TV-._-.- Jacksonville, Fla_-_--_- 
VHF___| KOAM-TV....| Pittsburg, Kans.__.__ 
VHF. WDAF-TV-.__.| Kansas City, Mo___-- 
VHF. I ane tien La Crosse, Re 
VHF__-| WGAL-TV..._- Laneaster, Pa__-...--- 
UHF___| WLEV-TV..--. Bethlehem, Pa__-_--.-- 
VHF___| KLRJ-TV-......| Henderson, Nev-_---.-- 
VHF__-_| KLAS-TV...--- Las Vegas, Nev-___--_-- 
63 Rh ere Little Rock, Ark_____- 
VHF.__| KTTV-_.........| Los Angeles, Calif_.._- 
VHF... | WHAS-TV_.___| Louisville, Ky_...___- 
VHF. KGLO-TV._.---- Mason City, Iowa_-.- 
VHF. | KMVI-TV..... Wailuku, T. H.......- 
VHF___.| WMCT-..._.____| Memphis, Tenn______- 
VHF__..| WTOK-TV-____| Meridian, Miss. -....- 
UHF_..| WGBS-TV.....| Miami, Fla. -_--.-..-- 
UB? .2 Bev... ii. Portland, O1eg____.-- 
VHF. ..| WIBK-TV. ._..| Detroit, Mich......-- 
VHF... | WSPD-TV___-_- Toledo, Ohio..__...... 
VHF_._..| WAGA-TV.-._.. Atlanta, Ga_..._...-. 
VHF....| WBRC-TV._-__. Birmingham, Aja--. 
VHF__..| WWJ-TV__- Clevela..d, Ohio_.... f 
VHF.... Milwaukee, Wis 

| VHF.__. New York, N. Y 
| VHF... | Norfolk, Va_. bite 
VHF...) Oklahoma City, ¢ Okla. 
UHF.. I ins nian 
| VHF.._.| Philadelphia, Pa ___. 
Vi ee fs Ws OS ee eee 
VHF.... isidegebadieas Mian 

| VHF...- Altoona, Pa_._....--- 
VHF.... KOIN-TV...... Portland, Oreg-__.--- “ 
VHF....| WGAN-TV..._} Portland, Maife-...-.- 
VHF_...| WGEM-TV.___} Quincey, Tll__.--....--- 
UHF...| WNAO-TV.._.}| Raleigh, N. C_....-..- 
VHF....| WDBJ-TV_..-_. Roanoke, Va-.-..-..---- 
VHF__.| WHEC-TV____| Rochester, N. Y-_----- 
VHF__.| WREX-TV_-_-- pO. sods 25 
. 2 0 SIRS Rock Island, Ml_-_.----. 
VHF...) WNCT......... Greenville, N. C_..-.- 
VHF_..| KUTV-........-.| Salt Lake City Utah_. 
VHF __.| KENS-TV-___-_- San Antonio, Tex___-. 
VHF__.| KRON-TV_.__- 
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(b) By newspaper interests—Ownership of TV stations by newspaper 
interests—Continued 


Call letter City and State 


WHYN-TV....| Springfield, Mass_-.-.-- 

KONA: 3).-... Honolulu, T. H____-_. 

KGMB-TV....} _..-- lien x sgaeiet oe 
set meee, meee... au DS 
























Ee EV cecephce ds 8 ig NO. wicanwe 
KWE-TV._-.--. St. Louis, Mo.......-. 
ON en etticin 
KDRO-TV_.__- Sed: Pet 23555 
WSBT-TV___-- South PEO ck 
0 ccck lide ak Reno, Nev--.--.-----.-- 
KHQ-TV__..--- Spokane, Wash----.-.- 
WSYR-TV..--- Syracuse, N. Y......-- 
KTNT-TV._..- Tacoma, Wash.......- 


ownership 







Degree of 





M> do rity. 
Minert ; 

Do. ” 
Do. 
Do. 


Licensee. 
Majority. 


Minority. 


























Minority. 
Licensee. 
Minority. 
Licensee. 


Do. 
Do. 


Minority. 
Do 



















Licensee. 
Do 






Minority. 








Licensee, 
Do. 










Minority. 
Licensee. 







Do. 
Majority. 
Licensee. 


Majority. 
ae? 


Do. 

























Minority. 
Do. 
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(b) By newspaper interests—Ownership of TV stations by newspaper 
interests—Continued 


Newspaper interest VHF or Call letter City and State Degree of 
UHF ownership 


Temple Daily Telegram and Sherman | VHF_..| KCEN-TV Temple, Tex | Licensee. 
(Tex.) Democrat. 
Capital and State Journal (Capper | VHF...|; WIBW-TV Topeka, Kans Do. 
Publications), 
Washington Post and Times Herald_._| VHF..... WTOP-TV Washington, DC Do. 
VHF..... WMBR.-... Jacksonville, Fla Do. 
Washington Evening Star___. -- VHF__.| WMAL-TV____| Washington, D.C....| Do. 
Watertown (N. Y.) Daily Times.......| VHF_.... WCNY-TV-...| Carthage, N. Y | Do. 
Wausau Record-Herald, Wisconsin VHF_...| WSAU-TV_-.-.| Wausau, Wis | Majority. 
Rapids Tribune, Antigo Journal, | 
Marshfield News-Herald, Rhine- 
lander News, and Merril Herald. | 
Wheeling Intelligencer and News Reg- | VHF_.... WTRF-TV Wheeling, W. Va 
ister, and Martins Ferry-Bellaire 
Times-Leader. | 
Wichita Beacon KEDD_-___-_...| Wichita, Kans_-_..-..| Minority. 
Journal and Twin City Sentinel | Winston-Salem, N. C_! Majority. 
Youngstown Vindicator } | ...--| Youngstown, Ohio..._| Licensee. 
Zanesville Times-Recorder and Signal_- ae | Zanesville, Ohio...._..| Do. 
r | Parkersburg, W. Va_-- Do. 
(Note.—The above listing refers to ownership of TV stations by daily newspapers. In addition, 
the following TV stations have ownership affiliations with trade papers, magazines, or nondaily 
newspapers.) 
Better Homes and Gardens and Suc- | VHF....| WHEN-TV.__-.| Syracuse, N. Y_.......| Licensee. 
cessful Farming (Meredith Publish- VHF..___| WOwW-TV | Omaha, Nebr | Do. 
ing Co.). VHF___.| KPHO-TV_-_-_..| Phoenix, Ariz | Do. 
VHF_._.| KCMO-TV..._| Kansas City, Mo..-..| _ Do. 
Time, Life, Fortune (Time, Inc.) - --..-- VHF.___.| KOB-TV | Albuquerque, N. Mex_| Majority. 
| VHF____| KTVT | Salt Lake City, Utah_.} Do. 
VHF.._.| KLZ Denver, Colo Licensee. 
VHF.... Tucson, Ariz..........| Minority. 











San Diego North Shore Sentinel and 


Coronado Journal. 
Arkansas Valley Journal VEE <<) BTV. sues oe Springs, | Do. 
/010, | 


(c) Ownership of TV stations by electronic manufacturers’ 


Name of manufacturer VHF or Call letter City and State Degree of 
UHF ownership 


Crosley Broadcasting Corp. (AVCO) --_--| Cincinnati, Ohio 
Dayton, Ohio 
Columbus, Ohio 


Eitel-McCullough, Inc., and Hoffman y .| Stockton, Calif. 
Electronies Corp. 

General Electric Schenectady, N. Y---- 

Harvey Radio Laboratories, Ine Cambridge, Mass 

P. R. Mallory Co., Inc f : 3 Indianapolis, Ind Jo. 

Sarkes Tarzian, Inc. ; Bloomington, Ind__.._| Licensee. 

Sparks-Withington Co__. ‘ ....--| Cadillac, Mich Do. 

Stromberg-Carlson division, General WHAM-TV__.| Rochester, N. Y Do. 
Dynamics Corp. 

Westinghouse Broadcasting Co., divi- ; WBZ-TV..._..| Boston, Mass . Be 
sion of Westinghouse Electric Corp. be KYW-TV_-__-| Cleveland, Ohio_._._-- 

San Francisco, Calif-__-| 

KDKA-TV...| Pittsburgh, Pa 


1 In addition, see NBC (RCA) and CBS (CBS-Columbia) as listed under networks. 
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FEDERAL REGULATORY 


COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 


(d) Ownership of TV stations by theatrical interests 


Theatrical interest 


Albuquerque Exhibitors, Ine 
American 

Paramount Theatres, Inc. 
Gene BART. cnn oseotee sae 


and H. W. Dubinsky. 
Harry and 

and H. W. Dubinsky, and Trans- 

continental Properties, Inc. 
Ronald Colman : 
Consolidated Amusement C 0., Ltd_ 


Sherrill Corwin - - ._- 

Bing Crosby 

Stanley H. Durwood. 

Joseph H. Floyd-Edmund R. 
Rubin. 


Roy Zimmer 
Kenneth R. 
Rester, Jr. 
Don George... 
Gran Theatre Interests 
Grand-Carlton Corp - - 


Greater Huntington Theatre C orp 


Bob Hope 
Joseph Justm: an. 
Kallet Theatres - 
Lathrop Co-.- 


Mose Lebovitz-Joel W. 
Malco Theatres. 
Martin Theatres of Georgia- 


Solomon . - 


Paramount Pictures, Inc 


RKO Teleradio Pictures, Inc., sub- 


sidiary of General Tire and Rub- | 


ber Co. 


Mary Pickford Rogers- .-.......---- 


James N. Stewart- 
Lowell Thomas. -- 
Walter N. 

Gartland. 


Turner-Farrar Association 


Video Independent Theatres, Inc_-_| 
Wometco TV and Theatre Co-____-- 


‘ See ownership by networks. 


Broadcasting-United | 


Elmer Balaban-Irwin | 


Giddens and T. J. | 


Thom as-Margaret E. 


Stations 


VHF 


KOAT-TV 
1) 


| KEYT- 


| KOPO+TV..-}___--- 
KOOL-TV 
Harry and Elmer Balaban-Irwin | 


| KGMB-TV..|__.. 


KHBC-TV.. 
| KMAU 


KAKE-TV___|___ 


KFEQ-TV.. 
| KELO-TV.. 
| KDLO-TV__. 


KCKT 


WKRG-TV.. 


KSLA-TV 


| WREX-TV.. 


WHTN-TV.._|____- 


KOA-TV.__-- 


WKTV 


| KENI-TV._._. 
KFAR-TV.__| 
WDEF-TV...| 


WOR-TV 


WNAC-TV_.- 


KHJ-TV 
WHBQ-TV- 
WEAT-TV 


lw SIL-TV....| 


| St. Joseph, Mo.__. 
| Sioux Falls, 


| Shreveport, La_-_- 


Evansville, Ind. ea 


<4} New York, N 


City and State 


Degree of 


| ownership 


| Tueson, Ariz 
“| Phoenix, Ariz 


Rockford, Ill 


| springfield, Messe 


| Santa Barbara, Calif_. 
| Honolulu, T. H 


eee 


|W ailuku, sa. 


Wichita, Kans 
Wichita, Kans 


Florence, 8. C 
Great Bend, Kans--._- 
Mobile, Ala 


Rockford, Tl dad 
Huntington, wo Vel 
Denver, Colo_ 
ree Calif 
Utica, - 

Andhecens, Alaska____| 


| Fairbanks, Alaska_-_-_-| 
| Chattanooga, I 
| Henderson, Ky ---- 


Augusta, Ga........-- 
| Columbus, Ga 
Los <a y* = 


Boston, Mass. 

Los Angeles, Calif... 

Memphis, Tenn__--_-- 

West Palm Beach, 
Fla. 


| Winston- Salem, N.C. 


Galveston, Tex._..---- 
| Albany, N. Y-- 


Harrisburg, Il 
| Oklahoma City, Okla. 
| Miami, Fla 


M ajority y. 
Licensee. 


Majority. 


Minority. 
Majority. 


oo 
Minority. 
= Do. 
| Majority. 
8. Dak-..| Do. 


Do. 
Minority. 
Do. 


Do. 

Do. 
Licensee, 

Do, 


} | Minority. 
| Majority. 


Licensee. 
ae: 


Mis morit y. 

Licensee. 

Minority. 
Do. 


Licensee. 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


| M inority. 
Do. 
Do. 
Majority. 


Licensee. 
Minority. 
| Licensee. 
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(e) Ownership of TV stations by educational institutions (commercial and non- 
commercial stations ) 


(All of the following educational institutions are licensees of the indicated stations) 


| 

















Commer- 
Educational institution VHF | UHF City and State cial or non- 
| commer- 
| cial 
os ooo | —————P_O LS TS wae, Stes — 
Alabama Educational Television | WTIQ----..-- bos atpecdactiege | Munford, Ala___----- | NC. 
Commission. WBIQ._--..__.|..............-.| Birmingham, Ala.....| NC. 
Bay Area Educational TV Associa- | KQED-__.....|_._..........-__| Sam Franeiseo, Calif__| NC. 
tion. | 
Board of Public Instruction of | WTHS-TV---|_-_.......----- Miami, Fia---.-_-.----- | NC. 
Dade County. j 
Chicago Educational TV Associa- | WTTW_-----|_.......-------- Chicago, Ill- -_--- =o NC. 
tion. | 
Denver public schools____._.._...-- Pas si0s lac ccabacddcaes | Denver, Colo-__-..--- | NC. 
——. Educational TV Founda- |____- 4S ee | WTVS.......- Detroit, Mich_-__------ | NC, 
tion, Inc. } | | 
Greater Cincinnati TV Educa- |_........._.__-- WORT ...:-.. | Cincinnati, Ohio__---- | NC, 
tional Foundation. | | | 
Iowa State College--..........-..-- Bee eS cscestescccia. tte ...| Ames (Des Moines), C. 
| Iowa. 
Metropolitan Pittsburgh Educa- | WQED-_----..|.......--------- Pittsburgh, Pa___----- | NC 
tional TV Station. | 


Michigan State College, Michigan |___._...._..--- WKAR-TV. + East Lansing, Mich...| NC. 
State Board of Agriculture. | 


Norbertine Fathers (St. Norbert WBAY-TV__| 








Sia. db Racha Green Bay, Wis--.---- C. 

College). | | | 
Ohio State University____.-......-- ES twaagse | WOSU-TV___| Columbus, Ohio- ---_-- NC 
St. Louis Educational TV Com- | KETC_______- oe 7 St. Louis, Mo.____-__- | NC, 

mission. | 
University of Houston. .-...-......) KUHT---....-|.......-2.--2..2] | Houston, Tex----- | NC. 
University of Tlinois_-_-.........._. Se Ee Sics 5 Shot ccotaten | OReempene: -Urbana, NC 
University of Missouri. --...._....- DRI Wal. chat tce chads Columbia, Mo-_----_-- iC. 
University of Nebraska --.__..___-- BNE Vl cancacnck tide Lincoln, Nebr _____.- -_| NC, 
University of North Carolina_.....| WUNC-TV_.-}__..__.__-....-- Chapel Hill, N. C_-.-- 1 NC, 
University of Notre Dame_--1___--|_.._.-...--.---- WNDU- TV_.| Sout Bend, Ind. Sisrss C. 
University of Washington__-_._..__- | KCTS._.--. otc coab cc oeeoe see Seattle, Wash.._____-| NC. 
Wisconsin £tate Radio Couneil- - -., WHA-TV._..| Madison, Wis.........| NC. 
WGBH Educational Foundatioa._-| WOGBH~TV .-| 2.2 22200..4 9 | Boston, eS analace NC, 


10. List all TV stations under multiple ownership 


The attached list is believed to represent substantially all instances of com- 
panies or individuals holding an ownership interest in two or more television 
stations. Each listed item has been checked with the Commission’s ownership 
records. However, in view of the fact that a complete survey of the many 
thousands of individual stockholder records has not been made, there may be 
cases where persons holding small minority interests in two or more TV stations 
have not been included in the list. 








Stations | Degree 
Multiple owner : Bee Moelle eeathheads | City and State | of owner- 
| | ship 
VHF UHF } 
| Percent 
Storer Broadcasting Co____--- | wipney Sl aa — Teledo, Obi. OS elt adiesscinen ” 
| WS -TV__- ...-------+} Toledo, oe 1 
| WAGA-TV___| "| Atlanta, Ga. a aa 
| WBRC-TV..__.._._..___ | Birmingham, Ala. ._..-.__- ---| 100 
SCPE EEEEER V ; > stp Lecunmnene sama) MIR 100 
| Ba eT Canaan OE 
The Corporation of the Presi- ES et | Salt Lake City, U AES 64 
dent of the Church of Jesus | KID-TV___.. ________________| Idaho — I cei re) 
Christ of Latter Day | KBOI-TV.......--.----. Boise, I shy op 4D 
Saints. | KGMB-TV ea, Honolulu, T. H., including 7 
| 


| satellite station KHBC-TV 

at Hilo, T. H.. and satellite 

| gtation KM AU at Wailuku, 

| T. H. (The above Hawai. 

ian holdings are presently 

! | the subject ofastaffreview.) | 

! Radic Service Corporation of Utah owns 23 percent of KID-TV. Church of Jesus Christ owns 64 percent 
of Radio Service Corporation of Utah. 


? Radio Service Corporation of Utah owns 6 percent of KBOI-TV. Church of Jesus Christ owns 64 
percent of Radio Service Corporation of Utah. 


80630—56—pts. 3-511 
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Multiple owner 


National Broadcasting Co 


American Broadcasting Co 


Columbia Broadcasting Sys- 
tem, 


RKO 
Ine. 


Teleradio Pictures, 


Crosley Broadeasting Corp- 


Meredith Publishing Co 


Westinghouse 
Co. 


Broadcasting 


Cascade Broadcasting Co 
Central Boadcasting Co 
Consolidated Television & 


Radio Broadcasters, Inc. 


John T. Griffin, Bryan 
Mathes, James P. Leake. 


Hawaiian Broadcasting Sys- 
tem, Ltd. 


Jefferson Standard Life In- 
surance Co. 

T. B. Lanford..-__-- 

J. Elroy McCaw. 

Samuel I, Newhouse 

North Dakota Broadcasting 
Co., Ine. 


Max Osnos 


Radio Cincinnati, Inc_- 


COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 
Stations Degree 
f as eae ae City and State of owner- 
ship 
VHF UHF | 
| Percent 
WRCA-TYV. New York, N. Y 100 
WRC-TV. Washington, D.C 100 
WNBQ 1 NT iia tek stdin 100 
WRCV-TV Philadelphia, Pa adeeseel 100 
KRCA -_| Los Angeles, Calif._........___| 100 
WBUF-TV__-_| Buffalo, N. Y ; aA 100 
WABC-TV .-- 154 Mew Vouk. Ye 22: ot} 100 
WBKB Chicago, Il nal 100 
KABC-TV. | Los Angeles, Calif G 100 
KGO-TV San Francisco, Calif --} 100 
WXYZ-TV | Detroit, Mich --| 100 
WCBS-TV ew York, N. Y | 100 
WBBM-TV | Chicago, Ill _ - wa Jacey 100 
BNAT..... Los Angeles, Cali Tu 100 
WXIX Milwaukee, Wis- - 100 
WGTH-TV3_| Hartford, Conn- - 100 
WOR-TV 4 New York, N. Y 100 
WNAC-TV | Boston, Mass- -_--. 100 
KHJ-TV Los Angeles, Cali 100 
WHBQ-TV Memphis, Tenn -..__-_--- | 100 
WEAT-TV West Palm Beach, Fla_.____- 100 
WLWT_2... Cincinnati, Ohio_- 100 
WLWD Dayton, Ohio. ____.- 100 
WwLwe Columbus, Ohio 190 
WLWA Atlanta, Ga | 100 
WHEN-TV Syracuse, N. Y ee “ 100 
WOW-TV_. .| Omaha, Nebr_----- a 100 
KPHO-TV Phoenix, Ariz : La 100 
KCMO-TV .| Kansas City, Mo-_-_..-.__._-- 100 
WBZ-TV_-_.. | Boston, Mass. ----.---- Jace 100 
KYW-TV.. Cleveland, Ohio. ___.-__.___- 100 
KPIX _.| San Francisco, Calif... ____- 100 
KDKA-TYV...).....- | Pittsburgh, Pa_.-_-.-- bar, 100 
KIMA-TV___| Yakima, Wash_------- aes FOE 100 
KEPR-TV Pasco, Wash. -_...-----....-- 100 
KLEW-TY -_./_....- ..----| Lewiston, Idaho- -----____- 4 100 
WHO-TV ok -| Des Moines, Iowa__..-_____-_- 100 
| WOC-TV _| Davenport, Iowa___________-- 100 
KMTV | Omaha, Nebr ------- 25 
WFBM-TV_. | Indianapolis, Ind _ _-_-_. 100 
WOOD-TV ..| Grand Rapids, Mich........_- 95 
WTCN-TV | Minnea Pee... 225... : 100 
KWTV....-. 4 _.| Oklahoma City, Okla.....__.. (*) 
KATV 6 ..-| Pine Bluff, Ark. -_.-- ARES 100 
KTVX____ : __| Muskogee, Okla. 61 
KGMB-TYV__)|___- | Honolulu, T. H..............-| 100 
RE ROM LY -6 clateodee 5 - (VR te MR es) ways evens i i. 100 
KMAU....- enon 45) EEE LIE £5 h664an<- arbi | 100 
WBTV_____. Z | Charlotte, N. C_..---__-_- 100 
WBTW......|- wu ..} Florenee, 8. C. ...-- 100 
WFMY-TV. | Greensboro, N. ©. _..-.-.-..-- 17 
KALB-TV_.-_!|_- wend Alexandria, La... --......-.-- 99 
KPLO-TV_.__|_......-.....-.-| Lake Chagies, La sia 33 
warn Y...b-. ‘ | Jackson, Miss__- ro 14 
TVW a) RUN, We No io cnn cetentains } 100 
TVR | Denver, Colo ; oat (3) 
KONA ...-| Honolulu, T. H_- 25 
WSYR-TYV a ...--| Syracuse, N. Y---- 44 
WTPA___.___| Harrisburg, Pa...___. 100 
KOIN-TV ee ~~: -| Portland, Oreg------- (6) 
KCJB-TV .| Minot, N. Dak perbeemivanh 100 
| KXJB-TV____|- -| Valley City, N. Dak__......__| 100 
KBMB-TV | Bismarek, N. Dak. _.........- 100 
WITI-TV Pr a | Whitefish Bay, Wis__________- | ll 
Wid... .. {se -. 2... 93 
WTOH-TV __, Toledo, Ohio_. eee 93 
WREC-TV |,|,-.-.---..-..---} Cincinmadl, Olio... ........... 100 
WTVN-TV --| Columbus, Ohio. .....-....... 90 
WBIR. .' Knoxville, Tenn... ...........! 30 


FEDERAL REGULATORY 


3 Sale to CBS by RKO Teleradio Pictures, Inc., approved by FCC on Feb. 23, 1956. 
* KOMA, Inc., owns 50 percent of KWTV. Griffin, Mathes, and Leake own 69 percent of KOMA, Inc. 
5 Gotham Broadcasting Co. and Radio Hawaii, Inc., each own £0 percent of KTVR. J. Elroy McCaw 


owns 75 percent of Gotham Broadcasting Co. 
6 Central New York Broadcasting Corp. has 50 percent interest in KOIN-TY. 
has 44 percent interest in Central New York Broadcasting Corp. 














Samuel I. Newhouse 
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A at. this Stations | Degree 
Multiple owner City and State | of Sr 
; ship 
| VHF UHF 
i —_— 
| | 
| | Percent 
Radio Service Corporation of | KSL-TV-..--|...------------- Salt Lake City, Utah.--.....-. 100 
Utah, KID-TV-_..-. lovpecavernesecnd Idaho Falls, Idaho-_-----.----- 23 
EEE, Viens nleccuettwidorasvnd Boise, ee. 6 
Donald W. Reynolds. .-.-.-.|--..--..------- Brea iis... Fort Smith, Ark--.----- aeoks 100 
KZTV.. le | BRN eT... ------- ~~ saprigens 75 
KLRJ-TV__--| Henderson, Nev-.--.-.-----.---| 75 
E. W. Scripps Co. -..-..+.-.--- WEWS_--_---. Cleveland, Ohio..........-.-..- 100 
EE Wenn lnrorrceneserancl Cincinnati, Ohio-__----.-.---- 100 
WMOT_..__. Memphis, Tenn.......----.---} 69 
Telet, Iee...---- nines tela | KOB-TV Albuquerque, N. Mex 2 50 
ON i eet S Salt Lake City, Utah... -..-.-- | 80 
De ee emmees COND. 5. ns-s20ss-004 | 100 
Triangle Publications, Inc. ..;| WFIL-TV-_---|---.-..-.-------- Philadelphia, Pa..--.-...--.-- 100 
(00) 2) 2 ae: Binghamton, N. Y------------ 100 
Loe) 3k = eee SINE, Fin 25 = wn wien { 100 
William J, Wagner ........-. OE sdk biel dake Juneau, Alaska___._.__.....--- 98 
PR eee Oe Anchorage, Alaska.......-..-. | 10 
ES = Eck See Fairbanks, Alaska_--..------- | 10 
Gone Ati Siero atcbhac AERO, Ne ta. Tpecen, Aris... .0-+0--<22+- 48 
KOOL-TV.. a an poe, ee | 55 
H. & E. Balaban Corp... ..«|ssessse--------- WTVO. Ws TAs, ..temahe cadhdbied>~e 50 
WRB. seen springhel, mcrae Ay sapataghtllaloes } 35 
BiOtatet OO. wninca-sekeb sd I ss Sa naSpdncoagemsee ayes Center, Nebr-....-....- 100 
I Sci dese skspnont--sas Kearney, Nebr.........---.__- | 100 
Darrold A, Cannon, Jr. and | KFDX-TV__-|.-.-..--.------. Wichita Falls, Tex...-.-..-..- 70 
Darrold A. Cannon, Sr, Beaumont, Tex-_--_- a 25 
Frank C, Carman and Grant Salt Lake City, ‘Utah -| 50 
R. Wrathall. .| Twin Falls, Idaho = 38 
Central New York Broad- .| Syracuse, N. Y |} 100 
casting Corp. Portland, Oreg 50 
Thomas Chauncey .........-- .| Phoenix, Ariz. 20 
Tuseon, Ariz___- 20 
The Chronicle Publishing Co.| K San Francisco, C 100 
Bakersfield, Calif- -- -| 7 
Cowles Broadcasting Co..... Sioux City, Iowa... .| 100 
Des Moines, Iowa. -| 60 
James M. Cox, Sr.....-.--.., I neta lai 2 
SS WIE os oc ceeke ” 
Lester L. Cox. ........---.xs- Springfield, Mo-_.......-.-.... 25 
J Fennnomty ang ietramina nate’ -03 
R. H. Drewry and T. R, Lawton, Okla-...........-..-- 69 
Warkentin. Midland, Te aaeiiaatiieasnateal 47 
DuMont Broadcasting Corp. New York, N. Y__...--.-.---- | 100 
Ww asbington, COL Neale OTs i 100 
J. W. English, J. R. MeBrier, Bs We Cie etinwecti<neciune | 38 
G. Mead, and J.J. Boland. Woes Di cceensol eT cet acnnichinenelicarte-eieerthty ad 7 
Eugene Television, Inc -..... Bee IY « ccloncctccnek deny Eugene, Oreg....-..-----.---- 100 
PM AS i a sade Geen Roseburg, Oreg.---....--.---- 50 
John E. Fetzer_.__.... =n te eee TV 528. 3k a6 a5 ee ------] Kalamazoo, Mich.-_-...........| 52 
Bu Geeeeer EV 5d. ct sat ......| ee, BOE ....-....-.2.0.. ;} 100 
Forest City Publishing Co_..|.......--.------ WKBN-TV__} Youngstown, Ohio__........-- | 4} 
WHK-TV-__..} Cleveland, Ohio_.__........._- | 100 
Frontier Broadcasting Co....| KF BQ-TV ..-!.........------- Cheyenne, W yo_.-_--........- | 100 
gery Dh tkt a el ainaiiennicpaceen ale Scottsbjuff, Nebr_.....--....-- 100 
Theodore R. Gamble-__-.....-. el. lsadddeh oor Stockton, Calif._...........--- 10 
rk = A Ree Seattle, Wash. _.--.....-.--- 30 
Gannett Co., Inc......-...-.- UES Wg — [sens ne dees ee Rochester, N. Y ----.-..-...-. ! 100 
| WDAN-TV-_-| Danville, ee een 100 
Hearst Corp--_...-.----. ihe - be © V ~-os edi... Baltimore, Md,.........-...-. 100 
We eeees Vs... pale Milwaukee, Wis-.--........-..- | 100 
Horace A. Hildreth. ......_-. WEE b. wchvctetadamed. anad Bangor, Maine... .........---- | (8) 
WEE soi cna sess <snasise- ac Poland Springs, Maine--....-- ll 
Sepator ee Fy Te bie dnseee-- ae - WEBK-TV-..| Peoris, -................... 73 
amily. OW 253 oie. coe ET TEIIAG 2 - Sint snscese~s ‘ 35 
Kine Proedenating 9 eS at SS: a a ere ee Seattle, Wash_.........-.-.-.- 100 
ET nda o mene eri eee Portland, Oreg_._-.-.....-.--- 74 
Knight Newspapers, Inc. ....|..-..----------- WAKR-TV_-| Akron, Qhio.....--.--...--.-- 100 
WIND-TV_._| Chicago, M_..-..-.-.---.----- (®) 
ROT ie kieteidasanha EE OE VU ce-ahset> chads cease St Paml, Rnm. .-~ --. 5. 100 
MW ee «2 2)- nn coe ese tatee = = yas Bias ok Lage dace 23 
Edward Lamb....--....-..-- FE ee ssepek-nnerenrerdncnssl DE eee cee ce ete 52 
| WMAC-TV_. Mesbilen, OMe! 224 so (20) 
a yo OR RC ney KTBC-TY .-.1 a tak Austin, Re ihe use d 100 
aw PRWTeePV Weeey Tll2.0 26222, 1 99 
use 7 Springfield Newspapers, Inc. owns 37 t of WHIO-TV. James M. Cox, Sr. owns 52 percent of 


Springfield Newspapers. Evening News Publishing Co. owns 32 percent of WHIO-TV. James M. Cox, 
Sr. owns 41 percent of Evening News Publishing Co. 

§ Community. Broadcasting Service owns 100 percent of WABI-TV. Horace A, Hildreth owns 57 per- 
cent of Community Broadcasting Service. 

® Chicago Daily News, Inc., owns 28 percent of WIND-TV. Knight Newspapers, Inc., owns 50 percent 
of Chicago Daily News, Inc. 

10 Edward Lamb Enterprises, Inc., owns 74 percent of WMAC-TV, Edward Lamb owns 11 percent of 
Edward Lamb Enterprises, Inc, 

















Stations 
Multiple owner ——— 
VHF | UHF 
iene —| 
| 
Lee Radio, Inc. -..-....-..--- | Se oa eras hans sies tpeneli 
Frank R. Leu......----.----- SN Dee ae 
WMSI-TV-.- 
Martin Theatres. --.--------| WI ey neon he whe 
Marquette Mining Journal.__| tao nae sinnndoiainbaai ia 
Midcontinent Broadcasting | | KELO- “TY. ainakenan tana 
Midnight Sun Broadcasting | SS a 
= wwe Jor onscdoscensces 
amet Star & Tribune | Goer et Ap eeanseasaiemiee 
Morgan Murphy..----------- | WEAU....... Ls, cua deh Ewaiaentle 
” 2 | WISC........ | esate cedikictb ace 
News Publishing Co-._......| WTRF-TV-_.-.)-..........-.-.-. 
ee! CS ee eee 
Northern Television, Ine.....| erva Beg: Siti basa se eel 
Northwest Publications, Inc_| WOCO-TV... ext te. Leenad 
L. M. Sepaugh.......-..-.--- | KPLO-TV.-_| si ucksunets anil 
Southern Oregon Broadcast- | KBES-TV.___ 
ing Co. | KPIC-TV...- 
Southwestern Publishing Co. | KZTV_____- 
(Las Vegas, Nev.). | KLRJ-TV____| 
J. F. Steinman and J. H. | WGAL-TV._.}--..------------ 
Steinman. | ‘ WLEV-TV 
Texas State Network, Inc--.. Seen bien teactamiaes 
Texas Telecasting, Inc-_.------ KDUB-TV jon 
r A ad 7 <,' Pons ee 
Thomas G. Tinsley, Jr__.....| WXEX-TV-.- ero: 
THE fesse aS Weert: Shee ceee eee sata 
Tyrone Corp......----------- | WMTW__.__- are = issn 
Universal Broadcasting Co___| WISH-TV_... es se sa 
A? in 
Washington Post Co__-.-..-- want Tu Ssircica esese 
Winston-Salem Broadcasting |................| WTOB-TV... 
‘ Co., Ine. . WOME oda cincns 
W DSU Broadcasting Corp.... WDSU-TV eae aes 
} A — =e 
WHS Odgiire 52 a cee aS ee le saae wenn ae? 
WKY Radiophone Co--_.__- wad ei Wdheno ante dee’ 2 
Allen M. Woodall.......-.--- |. awe av] | WDAK-TV__ 
| Se ee a 
Woodward Broadcasting Co_}__.....-..---.-- | roe Ty 
Jack D. Wrather, Jr___--.-_- KFMB-TV_- wipW x 
Zanesville Publishing Co__..|_-.----_-------- WHIZ-TV_- F 
| AEP sir csse 
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City and State 


Hannibal, Mo...............-- 


Denver, Colo 


Sious Fa Falls, S ae 
Florence, s. ee nt 
| Anchorage, Alaska. 


Minneapolis, Minn... __------ 
Eau Claire, Wis 


ee 
Jackson, Miss 
Medford, Oreg_...-..-...-.-.- 
Roseburg, Oreg 
Wan, Mey 2266 Ola. SELL 
Henderson, Nev 


Sweetwater, Tex 
Petersburg, Va-...---.-2-.2-.. 


Chicago, Il 
New York, N. Y 
Poland Spring, Maine -___-_---- 
Pittsburgh, 
Indianapolis, Ind ___----..----- 
Fort Wayne, Ind 

Washi D.C 





New Orleans, pA 
Baton Bone, La 
See eT 





Bos' ing ea 
Zanesville, ont Bite cree te ee 





Fairbanks, Alaska---.-_-___- | 


Lake Charles, La... ......-..- 











il Rhinelander Publishing Co. owns 8 percent of WSAU-TV. The Marquette Mining Journal owns 21 
percent of the Rhinelander Publishing Co. 


12 In addition the Evening Telegram Co. owns 35 percent of WISC. Morgan Murphy owns 74 percent 


of the Evening Telegram. 


13 Licensee, Midw be Radio-Television, Ine., is 53 percent owned by Mid-Continent Radio-Television, 


Ine. 


Northwest Publications, Inc., owns 50 percent of Mid-Continent Radio-Television, Inc. 


14 Southern Oregon Broadcasting Co. owns 100 percent of Oregon Broadcasting Co. Oregon Broadcast- 
ing Co. owns 50 percent of KPIC-TV. 


‘5 Lee Broadcasting Corp. owns 44 percent of. WXEX-TV. Thomas Tinsley, Jr., owns 99.6 percent of 


Lee Broadcasting Corp. 


16 Maryland Broadcasting Co. owns 100 percent of WITH-TV. Thomas Tinsley, Jr., owns 14 percent 


of Maryland Proadcasting Co. 


17 Licensee, Television Columbus, is 75 percent owned by Radio Columbus, Inc. Allen M. Woodall 
has 50 percent interest in Radio Columbus, Inc. 
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Mr. MacIntyre. Now, Mr. Chairman, one reason I am not offering 
for the public record at this time the answer to question 13 which was 
thus submitted by that.letter, is because it contains a tabulation of the 
broadcast revenues of particular companies, which had been prepared 
and had been submitted by the Federal Communications Commission 
to other congressional committees, and upon your request they sub- 
mitted it to us, but to my knowledge this has not been published, and 
I think it ought to be kept in the files of the subcommittee, for such 
information and use as can be made of it. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection. 

(The document referred to will be found in the files of the sub- 
ek 

Mr. Macintyre. Mr. Chairman, I call attention to the report which 
was submitted by Senator John W. Bricker to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, entitled “The Network Monopoly,” April 
30, 1956, and suggest that the staff of this committee will in the further 
consideration of the problem with which this committee is concerned, 
take into account the underlying materials of that report. 

Mr. Evins. It will be a matter of judicial notice before the committee. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Mr. Chairman, I have here some 6 documents 
which the members of the staff in their review of the material which 
was submitted under duces tecum subpenas to this subcommittee on 
March 20 have taken from those files and duplicated, and we offer the 
duplications of these documents, 8 out of some 10,000 or 12,000 docu- 
ments, 

One is a document entitled “Commissioner Lee’s Telephone Remarks 
to Dr. Stanton, August 13, 1954.” 

Mr. Evins. Following the subpenaing of the documents from CBS 
and NBC, the staff has examined the documents submitted in response 
to the subpenas, and they present the following duplicates of docu- 
ments selected from the voluminous documents presented to the com- 
mittee; without objection, these may be received in evidence in the 
record at this point. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


COMMISSIONER LEE’S TELEPHONE REMARKS TO Dr. Stanton, AuGust 13, 1954 
(9:45 a. M.) 


I have given a little bit of thought and study to our problem. I would say 
on the Chicago thing—it’s my impression that you have nothing to worry about. 
I don’t think anything would be jeopardized by anything else you would do. 

On Milwaukee, I am not in a good position to advise you. I am almost afraid to 
say anything that might influence you because I could be so wrong. No matter 
what you did there, I am sure it would not reflect on the Chicago deal. 

As a matter of fact, you have got some time on the Milwaukee business. 
I doubt if that multiple ownership stuff will go through for a couple of months. 
The opinion seems to be that we would need a full Commission to finalize it, 
and everybody seems to be going somewhere for the next couple of months. 

The only point I can really make is that I feel confident that on the Chicago 
deal it is all right. I could be wrong, you know, but I think that is pretty solid. 


NOVEMBER 29, 1955. 
RALPH HARDy’s REPORT ON THE AFTERNOON SESSIONS 


Extremely useful afternoon. Saw Bartley, Lee, Webster, and Doerfer; WSP 
wants Hardy to arrange sessions with Hyde and Mack tomorrow morning. WSP 
is going to call you sometime tonight to discuss his reactions to meetings and 
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ask if, in view of your lunch with chairman today, you deem it essential that 
he remain in Washington until Thursday for lunch with same. 

The most interesting aspect was that Webster talked very frankly about 
Chicago; WSP responded realistically—told him he (WSP) was very disturbed 
about our notice on radio and the dissent on our TV renewal. Assured Webster 
that he was going to see that an answer was forthcoming or remedial action 
taken. 

Longest talk was with Doerfer; WSP and Doerfer mutually impressed. 
(Hardy will call you early tomorrow A.M.) 





Aveust 9, 1953. 
To: Mr. Salant. 


From: Dr. Stanton. 


Mr. Gammons had dinner with Messrs. Hyde, Sterling, and Webster last 
night, and reports that it is the engineers’ opinion that color will not be 
authorized before the first of the year; Hyde, on the other hand, feels it may 
come some time during December. All 3 insisted that the Commission would 
require 1 to 2 months of study after September 23, and that it would probably 
be November 1 before any order would be issued. 

Gammons reports that the Commission’s action was accelerated by some 
patent troubles which neither he nor I understood. All three of the Commis- 
sioners insisted that the color program is “on schedule” according to the Com- 
mission’s original thinking. 

For what it’s worth Gammons reports further that Francis Murphy, now of 
Chicago but originally of Springfield, is to be named Secretary of the Commis- 
sion. 


FRANK STANTON. 


COLUMBIA BROADCASTING SYSTEM, 
March 18, 1953. 
OFFICE COMMUNICATION 
To: Dr. Stanton. 
From: Mr. Salant. 


Earl Gammons reports that in a conversation he had yesterday with Com- 
missioner Sterling, Sterling stated that he had very little faith in the new WTSC— 
RCA system and didn’t believe that it would prove out. He stated however that 
because of the pressures, he was sure that the Commission would hold hearings 
on any petition which RCA or anybody else filed for approval of the new system. 


NORTHERN States Power Co., 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Eau Claire, Wis., September 7, 1954. 
Mr. DorsEy RICHARDSON, 
The Lehman Corp., 
New York, N. Y. 

Dear Dorsey: I am enclosing a copy of a letter that I received from Hart 
Cowperthwait, who has recently been appointed Chief of the Rules and Standards 
Division of the Federal Communications Commission. I do not know whether you 
or the Columbia Broadcasting System can use my association with Hart to any 
advantage. I remember, however, you and I talked about him as well as John 
Doerfer who is one of the Commissioners. 

Attended the letting of the Minnesota company’s preferred stock in Chicago 
a couple of weeks ago and was interested to find that the Lehman group were 
successful, I still think they took advantage of the company by about one-tenth 
of 1 percent on the dividend rate. 

Expect to attend a meeting in New York next Monday and am arranging 
to meet Rosalie and Stuart there and will spend Sunday with them. Talked to 
the kids on the phone Friday night and as Stuart has to be in the Brakeshoe, 
N. Y. office Thursday and Friday he is going to have Rosalie come down Saturday 
and we will all get together the next day. Rosalie seemed quite happy that she 
has a job, and know that she will be more satisfied working than just keeping 
house. 











Vv 
0 


} 








FEDERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 849 


May get a chance to call you on the phone Monday although will be tied up 
with meetings most of the day and will probably take a late plane back that night 
or early Tuesday morning. 

Best regards to you and Bleanore. 

Sincerely, 
Sruart. 


WasuineTon, D.C., August 31, 1954. 
Mr. STuART V. WILLSON, 
President, Northern States Power Co., 
Hau Claire, Wis. 


DEAR Stu: I thought you would be interested in hearing that I was recently 
appointed Chief of the Rules and Standards Division of the FCC, You were so 
very helpful when I was seeking a similar position 6 months ago that I wanted 
you to know that the effort put forth at that time has finally borne fruit. I feel 
that it was due to the fact that I made such a strong showing then that I was 
offered this new position. 

Actually I made little effort to obtain the job because it has traditionally been 
held by a lawyer with an engineer as an assistant. Much to my surprise they 
reversed the order. 

The title of the Division is innocuous enough but it is considered a key division 
in the Commission. We handle all changes in the methods of broadcasting or 
telecasting as, for example, color television, so you can see there will be nothing 
dull about it. 

I recently visited in Faribault, where I heard many complimentary remarks 
about the recent wedding in your family. 

I would like to add once more that your cooperation in this latest venture in 
my life has been most deeply appreciated. Please drop up to my “new” office 
when next you are in Washington. 

Sincerely, 
Hart §. CowPerRTHWAIT. 


New York, September 9, 1954. 
Personal and confidential. 
Mr. FRANK STANTON, 
President, Columbia Broadcasting System, 
New York, N.Y. 

Dear FRANK: I am enclosing herewith personal letters which may be of some 
interest to you. 

The author of the letter of September 7 is Stuart V. Willson, president of 
Northern States Power Co., of Wisconsin. Our close relationship comes from 
the fact that his son is married to my daughter. I gather that Doerfer is an old 
friend of his. 

If there is any way in which you think these relationships could properly be 
utilized for the benefit of CBS, I should be very glad to cooperate. Please return 
the letters. [Handwritten note: done, with FS reply 10/2. ] 

Sincerely yours, 
Dorsey RICHARDSON. 


OCTOBER 2, 195+. 
Mr. Dorsey RICHARDSON, 
New York, N.Y. 

Dear Dorsey: Both of the letters which accompanied your personal note are 
of great interest to me. 

I have put off acknowledging them because I expected momentarily the an- 
nouncement which came last weekend regarding the appointment of a Chairman 
of the FCC. As you know, there was some talk about the appointment of 
John Doerfer. 

I do not know what effect George MeConnaughey’s appointment as Chairman 
will have. It is rumored that he is committed to a number of important changes 
in the FCC staff. This will bear close watching because, with one exception, the 
key staff members are all carryovers from the Roosevelt-Truman period. 
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Perhaps we will know more by the time of the next board meeting. At any 
rate, I will discuss it with you as the time approaches for critical decisions 
involving cases we have pending before the Commission. 

With all good wishes. 

Cordially, 


FRANK STANTON. 


Mr. MacIntyre. I have described one. I shall, Mr. Chairman, 
describe the other 4 or 5 for the record, so the record will make clear 
what they are. 

Mr. Evins. All right. 

Mr. MacIntyre. The second one is entitled, “Ralph Hardy’s Re- 
port on the Afternoon Session,” and it is dated November 29, 1955. 

The next one is a memorandum to Mr, Salant from Mr. Stanton, 
dated August 9, in 1953, and has at the bottom the name “Frank Stan- 
ton.” 

The next is a memorandum to Dr. Stanton from Mr. Salant, dated 
March 13, 1953. 

The next is a letter from Northern States Power Co. dated Septem- 
ber 7, 1954, to Mr. Dorsey Richardson, the Lehman Corp., New York, 
N.. ¥. 

The next is a letter from Hart S. Cowperthwait, Washington, D. C., 
to Stuart V. Willson, president, Northern States Power Co., dated 
August 31, 1954. 

The next is a letter from Dorsey Richardson, 1 South William 
Street, New York, to Mr. Frank Stanton, president, Columbia Broad- 
casting System, dated September 9, 1954. 

The next is a letter signed by Frank Stanton to Mr. Dorsey Richard- 
son, 1 South William Street, New York, N. Y., dated October 2, 
1954. 

Mr. Evrys. And those have been received; you are merely identify- 
ing them. 

Mr. MacIntyre. I move, Mr. Chairman, that I be authorized to 
take the appropriate steps to have returned to the National Broad- 
casting Co. and the Columbia Broadcasting System the documents 
which were subpenaed and which have since been with the committee. 

Mr. Evins. Yes; and the documents should be returned promptly. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Mr. Chairman, the next document I offer for the 
record is a letter from Mr. Melville Terwilliger, in which he makes 
proposals for expanding the television services and what he believes 
should be considered by the Federal Communications Commission 
in the use of television for small business. 

Mr. McCutxocn. Is that a person of high repute and one to whose 
recommendations one would give credence? 

Mr. MacInryre. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, it may be received in the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 

Hottywoop, Cautr., June 11, 1956. 
EVERETTE MACINTYRE, 
Staff Director, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. Macintyre: I welcome opportunity to furnish your committee 
the information requested by your letter of June 7, 1956. 

The nature of the technologies, and product pictures, and attempts to finalize 


contracts for performances, and uses, on live television are unusually extensive. 


It is almost impossible to convey accurate understanding except by demonstra- 
tions, and personal talks. 
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The enclosed information sheet, “changing television,” will outline that I have, 
and am offering far more than a single mere invention. The technologies run 
to many inventions. (Numbers of some of the issued United States patents are 
shown on the reverse of this sheet. ) c 

The procedure, for understanding, is suggested to you that it would be of 
assistance to your selves, and to the people of the United States, and to me, for 
arrangements to be made to show your committee, and the public, a comparison, 
and demonstration comparing the TV picture that is presented in Depthdimen- 
sion brand, with the relatively inferior picture that the TV networks have been 
requiring their clients (sponsors) to purchase, and imposing upon the public 
to view. 

In the event that such a comparative showing can be made, on the air, it will 
serve to dramatize the facts, and to “sell” the public on the necessity for such 
action as your committee may recommend. Demonstration of this sort will need 
the cooperation of a TV station. I doubt that the Washington, D. C., stations 
will be willing to permit same to be originated, or telecast, over their facilities. 
However, I have an offer of small demonstration time from WMAR-TV Balti- 
more, Md., in the event that something may be worked out. The cost would be 
nothing but my out-of-pocket expenses. 

The obstruction by the TV networks, appears to go far deeper than the hin- 
dering of hearings concerning my systems. The television networks, I am in- 
formed, have imposed contractual agreements upon their clients, the national 
advertisers, their advertising agencies, and all others connected with the tele- 
casting of live shows, which contractual agreements have delivered over to the 
TV network concerned, total control of all technologies utilized in the telecasting 
of the show, which the sponsor pays for, and which the advertising agency may 
or may not produce. By such contractual control of the total telecast of each and 
all and every live TV show, distributed nationwide, in the United States, the 
television networks have prevented, and/or blacklisted, and frightened out, all 
showing, use, operation, or demonstration of better Depthdimension brand. 
Many and various great advertisers have been sufficiently interested in Depth- 
dimension brand, to ask the TV networks for tryout showings, for the TV shows 
they sponsored, and were paying for; and/or for closed circuit demonstrations, 
and comparative showings. These requests were made, some orally, some in 
writing. Some to the TV networks directly by the sponsors, some through their 
advertising agencies. 

Specific companies and advertising agencies include: 

Colgate-Palmolive Co. 

Firestone Tire & Rubber Co. 

Hall Bros. (Hallmark), of Kansas City, Mo. 

Foote, Cone & Belding, advertising agency for Hallmark. 

Ted Bates Co., advertising agency for Colgate. 

J. Walter Thompson Co., advertising agency for Kraft Foods Co. and Ford. 
N. W. Ayer & Sons, for themselves and clients. 

The director of radio-TV for Colgate, George T. Laboda, sent me a signed 
letter saying his advertising agencies had discussed the matter with the TV 
networks, and that his company (Colgate) was unable to take advantage of my 
technology or of any other new technology for the TV advertising of their 
products. 

The Mercury division of Ford Motor Co. writes me that they have “no control 
over the technologies” of the TV they cosponsor (Ed Sullivan). 

My files contain letters and correspondence making a pile 2 feet high showing 
my efforts to interest and sell sponsors of TV shows for the presentations of 
their live TV in Depthdimension brand. Not one has been found over a period 
of 5 years who has turned out to be a free agent and able to finalize anything 
unless and until the inventor should be influenced to sell out to the TV networks 
on any terms the TV networks want to impose. 

Under these circumstances, many contacts were made by me, direct to the 
TV networks, and to their executives, employees, engineers, and presidents. 
Engineers for CBS looked at a film projection of mine, and said my pictures were 
better than any they ever saw ; Howard Meighan, vice president, held conference 
with me on instigation of Mr. Paley, CBS chairman; NBC engineers looked over 
one of my early prototypes, recommended favorably to New York executives. 
Both personnel at CBS, in Hollywood, and NBC in Hollywood agreed, with bind- 
ing promises to me, to proceed, and make demonstration tryouts of my live 
Depthdimension brand for sponsors who were waiting to see same. In every in- 
stance, some higher power appeared to have intervened before the network 
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promises were carried out. The representative of N. W. Ayer & Sons, Mr. Taylor, 
set up arrangements for me to appear and talk on Panorama Pacific, a live TV 
show, CBS, which was sponsored on alternate days by a client of N. W. Ayer. 
All was agreed to with the director and engineers of the show. But my appear- 
ance was blanked out, somewhere at CBS. 

These are just examples of innumerable instances in which the TV networks 
have caused prospective sales of contracts for utilization of my Depthdimension 
brand to be totally killed off. They also appear to propagate defamation by word 
of mouth to discourage people from talking with me about it. 

Under these circumstances, the TV networks were delivered by certified de- 
livery mail, from myself, complaint, specification of these monopolistic abuses, 
and notification to cease and desist. 

The TV networks, and each of the three, neither denied the existence of such 
obstruction and blacklisting of my Depthdimension brand nor did they offer to 
cease. 

Similar letters were mailed out to a spotcheck list of about 20 TV network 
affiliates from coast to coast, stating that I considered the TV affiliate stations 
were engaged in unlawful practices in violation of the antitrust laws, by reason 
of their having contracted with the TV networks and others, delivering over 
to the networks control of the time. picture technology, and program output 
on their affiliate TV stations; and which eontract of affiliation was being utilized 
by the TV networks as basis for contributory influence in signing up sponsors 
under restrictive contracts depriving the sponsors of control over the technologies 
utilized in the telecasts and over the shows put on the air by all the affiliates 
as outlets for network-controlled shows. 

No TV network affiliate, and not one of them, denied it. 

Not one of them offered to do anything to change it. (Probably being aware 
of what happened to the TV station (Havens) in Richmond, Va., which lost its 
network connection for protesting the TV network practices on another matter.) 

(The only favorable attitude came from WEWS-TY, Cleveland, and from 
WMAR-TY, Baltimore, each of which appears willing to let Depthdimension 
brand be shown locally at my own expense. However, no national sponsor wants 
to ineur network reprisal by assisting for 1 local show on 1 local station.) 

The purpose, of course, of all this TV network obstruction is to cause me to be 
so discouraged, and financially broke, that I will come around to the network 
opinion that there is no longer any place in American business for an imlependent 
inventor, or small business to exist, so that I will hand over everything to them, 
and make their monopoly and financial profit that much bigger. 

Whether the TV networks have grown so fat that they can control the business 
and thinking of the United States to that extent remains to be seen. 

I am of the opinion that what is done by your respected committee and the 
Congress this year will be decisive for a long time to come. 

Very sincerely, 


(Ivan) MELVILLE TERWILLIGER. 


RE CHANGING TELEVISION, oR BetTeER To PLAN Now THAN To Be Sorry LATER 
From Melville Terwilliger, Research Scientist, Hollywood, Calif. 


Picture by electronic tape recording is in existence. (AMPEX Corp. has ad- 
vance orders in hand for $5 million ef video-recorders.) Kinescope is obsolete. 
TV film is out, or soon will be: and 

Video tape recording (picture) will break up established TV programings. 

Here’s how— 

Video electronic picture recordings will enable any and all TV stations, ad- 
vertising agencies, and independent persons to provide TV shows and special- 
ties before live TV cameras; transcribe same onto video tape: and distribute 
the video recordings direct to advertisers and their salesmen or for reciprocal 
exchange among television stations, when they want it, where they want it: and 

When such taped pictures are originated on live TV cameras, in this special 
depthdimension brand, they are better than the best that anyone else or any 
TV network, or broadcaster, or advertising agency, or producer-director, can 
bring into existance otherwise. 

Right now, it is self-evident on sight: Depthdimension brand is, positively, 
more eye-appealing television than you are serving up to the public as identify- 
ing your company, your clients, your material, your sponsored TV shows, or 
company products. Demonstration for use available now, on customer’s paid 
order; and further Depthdimension brand TV, live, is, for technieal reasons, 
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more real, visualizes more space, clarity, truth of form and shape, gains in per- 
spective ; is controlled internally-variable, selective for any constructed impact 
you want to deliver; and has relief illusions beyond anything you ever saw for 
TV, or possible to make on films. Because the optical content of the live picture 
is variably laminated. 

Q. BE. D.: You are notified, and will do well to plan for it: Depthdimension 
brand, live, and video recorded, must be very necessity of greater effectiveness 
become, positively, the top premium value for sponsors and buyers in all tele 
vision. 

That is a predictable fact. 

Also noteworthy: Depthdimension brand picture is an invention in its own 
separate right, and apart from the patented methods of origination, and both 
these are separate from the patented and proprietory instrumentations; thus 
forming three groups of several inventions, a comprehensive service, that cannot 
be equaled. 

No reasonable person will ask this inventor to supply his devices to others to 
be used by such others for purpose of infringing this inventor's other patents 
on methods, processes, pictures, or to imitate the “arrangements” of eonstruc- 
tion of this inventor’s basic image-schematics (likenesses) to the style and con- 
tent and nature of the here-exclusive relief effects and optical illusions. 

Contracts, orders, and output, may not, and will not, be for devices as such, 
but are offered for origination, presentation, and performance, of the com- 
pounded image-schematies and likenesses, Depthdimension brand, before view- 
ing audiences and on television. Charges are based on circulation of the schema- 
tized pictures so performed and presented. Contracts and supply are limited 
in number. . 

He who hesitates today will be left waiting tomorrow. 


Mr. Macintyre. The next is a letter from EF. F. McDonald, Jr., 
— of Zenith Radio Corp., Chicago, to the Honorable Stanley N. 

arnes, Assistant Attorney General, Department of Justice, March 
12, 1956, 

ow, a copy of that letter was sent to us after it was sent to the 

Attorney General. It is not particularly critical of anyone except 
the major networks, and in that respect I would not say it is any more 
critical, if as much, as the Bricker report. 

Mr. Evrxs. Without objection, it may be received. 

(The document Selena to is as follows :) 


ZENITH RaApro CorP., 
Chicago, March 12, 1956. 
Hon. STANLEY N. BARNES, 
Assistant Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 


My Deam Mr. Barnes: I have just read in Television Digest that you are 
investigating the practices of network option time and of package sale of films 
to TV as possible violations of the Sherman Act. 

It seems to me, as a layman, that these two practices are relatively unimportant 
in their effect upon our country, compared to a situation that now exists and 
that was certainly never intended by Congress, to wit : 

Television, the greatest molder of mass public opinion that has ever existed 
in the United States, is now under the absolute control of the two men who head 
NBC and CBS, David Sarnoff and William Paley. 

These networks eontrol TV through their control of advertising. According 
to FCC figures, networks collect 52 percent of all TV advertising, of which NBC 
and CBS account for 85 percent. National spot advertising, which accounts for 
33 percent of all TV billing, is usually placed on stations carrying network pro- 
grams, Local advertising represents only 22 percent of TV billing, Since pro- 
graming of nonaffiliated TV stations is generally inferior to network programing, 
they have a difficult time getting any substantial share of even these slim pickings. 

In 1954, the latest year for which FCC has released full figures, the networks 
and the 108 TV stations built before 1952 collected $508 million from advertisers 
and showed profits of $104 million. In the same year the 302 postfreeze TV 
stations took in only $85 million, dnd shared a cumulative loss of $14 million. 
Authoritative estimates for 1955 indicate that the proportionate shares of TV 
billing for that year were approximately the same as for 1954. 
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The first group of stations cited above includes most of the powerful network 
affiliates; the second group is made up largely of TV stations without network 
affiliation. 

In August 1955 the FCC released a report which indicated that nearly one-half 
of America’s TV stations are losing money, and that most of the unprofitable 
stations were those which received less than 7% hours per week of paid pro- 
graming from NBC or CBS. Affiliates of NBC or CBS know that if their network 
eancels their affiliation they will be faced with economic difficulties, perhaps 
even bankruptcy. Nonaffiliates know that NBC or CBS affiliation would almost 
certainly solve their economic problems. In other words, independently owned 
TV stations are so dependent upon major network affiliation for prosperity, even 
survival, that they are forced to dance to the network tune. 

NBC and CBS are the ringmasters. Their power is so great that, of the 14 
members of the TV board of directors of the National Association of Radio and 
Television Broadcasters, 11 are either vice presidents of, or from stations affiliated 
with, NBC or CBS. So, when NARTB speaks, it is speaking for the networks, 
not for the hundreds of members who are in the “have not” class. 

This situation is particularly significant in 1956 because of the coming elec- 
tions. NBC and CBS have the power to give or withhold favorable spots on 
national ‘“‘nonpolitical” programs to anybody they wish. They have the power, 
within very wide latitudes, to say who can have political TV time, and at what 
hours over what stations. They can build up a public figure to national stature 
or, by withholding access to the networks, handicap the emergence of a potentially 
great public servant. 

Article I of the Bill of Rights says: “Congress shall make no law * * * abridg- 
ing the freedom of speech or of the press. * * *” 

The Supreme Court has ruled that freedom of the press includes other media 
of communication as well as the printed word. 

In 1953 the Supreme Court affirmed an opinion of the Court of Appeals for 
District of Columbia which states: “* * * speech and press by these new means— 
on the radio, on television, and in the movies—are freedoms protected by the 
first amendment. * * * If we ever agree that modern mechanical devices and 
modern mass interest in publie affairs have destroyed the validity of those prin- 
ciples, we will have lost parts of the foundation of the Constitution” (United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, No. 11066, April 
29, 1952). 

Thus, the Constitution guarantees not only the rights of the publishers and the 
network but more particularly the rights of all citizens to hear and see all sides 
of an issue presented. Through the printing press, ideas and personalities have 
a multitude of channels for expression—the local newspapers, the metropolitan 
newspapers, magazines, and books—all in constant competition for public 
attention. 

But in television, which has become the dominant force for molding our 
national public opinion, there is no such variety of channels and no such compe- 
tition. Instead, the monopoly power of two TV networks, today, is the most 
powerful force for molding national thinking. Two men control these networks— 
and—through their monopoly—exercise such far-reaching controls over national 
public opinion as has never heretofore existed. 

In my layman’s opinion, the power this places in the hands of Messrs. Sarnoff 
and Paley of NBC and CBS is too great to trust in the hands of any two men, 
no matter how honorable. 

It gives them, I believe, such a tremendous power over public opinion that it 
poses a far more serious threat to free competition and freedom of thought and 
speech than any other aspect of telecasting that you may have under investigation. 

Sincerely, 


KB. F. McDonatp, Jr. 

Mr. MacIntyre. The next is a letter to the Select Committee on 
Small Business, 129 House Office Building, Washington, D. C., under 
date of July 3, 1956, from J. W. Martin, of Milwaukee, Wis., in which 
he makes some proposals for improving and broadening the use of tele- 
vision for small business. 

Mr. Evins. Is he an individual or with a concern ? 

Mr. MacIntyre. He operates the J. W. Martin, Inc., Advertising 
Service of Milwaukee. 

Mr. Evrns. Without objection, it may be received. 
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(The document referred to is as follows :) 


J. W. Martin, INc., 
Milwaukee, Wis., July 3,.1956. 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: I wish to call to your attention the monopoly enjoyed by the 
national television networks, and to its effect on small business. While the 
national networks own only 4 or 5 television stations, their control of the most 
valuable time on the air both morning, afternoon, and evening gives them an 
absolute monopoly of television time. Through this control of the best program- 
ing time the small local advertiser can get but little of the best time, if- any. 
His selection of the better evening and morning hours is confined principally to 
10-second spots. Why are the airways which are part of the public domain 
controlled by a small group of men? The local station is merely a mechanical 
outlet for the networks, and the owners have little or nothing to say regarding 
the advertising that is run during the better portion of the time. In view of the 
fact that the airways are part of the public domain it is imperative that the net- 
works should be classified as a public utility, and not allowed to operate as a 
private enterprise. 

Today the small foods, soap, and cosmetic manufacturer has practically been 
eliminated from the better spots on television, as it is impossible for him to 
purchase time from the television stations that will reach the housewife. It is 
impossible for him to use network time as he has not the distribution to tie in 
with national advertising. His sales are confined to a local area, and as a result 
he has been practically barred from using one of the best advertising mediums 
for his purpose. The direct results of this has been that most of the package 
foods sold in this country are manufactured by 2 or 3 large manufacturers. 
Companies like National Foods and 1 or 2 of their large competitors absolutely 
dominate the food-manufacturing business in this country today . The same 
applies to soaps and cosmetics. The remedy for this is very simple. Prohibit 
the national networks from selling any advertising. Let them produce their 
shows as they are now doing and sell them to the stations. The criterion for 
this operation are the feature syndicates who sell their features to the daily 
papers, but who do not sell advertising. This applies to comics as well as to 
eartoons and editorial features. The various feature services sell nothing 
but editorial material—the newspaper is the advertising. Let the individual 
television and radio stations sell the advertising. In this way the small manu- 
facturer would have a chance getting on the Ed Sullivan show, the Arthur God- 
frey show and all the other network shows in his particular district. 

True, it would be possible for the big advertiser to buy the time on each indi- 
vidual station, but if the present operations of the newspapers and the radio 
stations are any criterion they are more interested in helping to develop the 
local advertiser than they are to sell out to the big national advertiser. This 
eontrol of the television networks by a very small group of individuals presents 
a very grave danger to this country. At the present time the control fortunately 
lies in the hands of a group of patriotic citizens, but it would not be very difficult 
for a foreign group to gain control of the network and thus practically control 
our television stations. 

We also have the spectacle of a single advertiser controlling broadcasts of 
various divisions of the Armed Forces and their activities to the exclusion of all 
other advertisers. If the networks were prohibited from selling advertising it 
would be possible for many local advertisers to participate in these national 
broadeasts of the activities of the Armed Forces from which at the present time 
they are barred. 

I have attempted in a very short summary to outline a condition and its 
remedies that should take considerable more space to enumerate. However, I 
would be more than glad to assist your committee in working out this problem in 
a manner which would be fair not only to the networks but to the small adver- 
tiser and the small-business man, not to mention the small independent television 
stations who have been falling by the wayside in considerable numbers in the last 
few months. 

I believe that this plan would not only assist-the-small-business man and the 
smnall station, but would increase the income of the networks. 

Yours very truly, 


J. W. MARTIN. 








856 FEDERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 


Mr. MacIntyre. The next is a statement that I offer for the record, 
a statement by Jack S. Younts, president, Daytime Broadcasters As- 
sociation, Inc. It is dated July 9, 1956. 

Mr. Evins. This is a statement which he wishes to present to the 
committee, but without a hearing, being provided for the record? 

Mr. MaciInryre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, the statement will be received in 
the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT oF Jack 8S, Younts, Presrpent, DAYTIME BhoapcaSTERS 
AssocraTion, Ino, 


Iam Jack 8. Younts, president of the Daytime Broadcasters Association, Inc. 
The association represents standard broadcast radio stations which are limited 
by the Federal Communications Commission to operation during the daytime 
hours only. There are presently in operation more than 1,000 daytime stations, 
well over one-third of this Nation’s radio broadcast stations. 

Daytime broadcast stations are the small business of the radio broadcast in- 
dustry. They serve an admittedly vital public need by hundreds of small com- 
munities throughout the United States for their own outlets of expression. In 
many of these communities they are the only local outlets and despite the fact 
that the programs of distant radio or television stations may reach such commu- 
nities, such distant stations in no seuse serve the communities’ local civic, social, 
educational, political, agricultural, informational, economic, and entertainment 
needs as only the communities’ own local stations can. And even where daytime 
stations operate in large growing cities having full-time radio and television 
stations, they serve important community needs for diversified programing and 
advertising mediums for the community’s small-business establishments. 

But despite the admittedly vital role and function of these many hundreds of 
daytime stations in small and large communities, under FCC rules and policies, 
they must operate on a schedule which constricts their programing hours to a 
very small portion of the duy and they must remain silent during the remainder 
of the day, in order that a handful of distant high-power stations may enjoy 
exclusive occupancy of the channels. Indeed, under the FOC rules, unless the 
distant high-power station licensed on the channel chooses to give his consent, 
the daytime broadcaster must maintain that silence even though, during part 
of the prohibited hours, the distant high-power station does not broadcast at all. 

The rules and policies of the Federal Communications Commission limit the 
operation of daytime-only stations to the daylight hours between local sunrise and 
sunset. It has been the objective of daytime broadcasters to obtain Commission 
consideration of longstanding proposals for the removal or relaxation of the re- 
strictions and limitations that it has imposed upon the operation of daytime sta- 
tions and the authorization of new and improved facilities, in order that multiple 
stations could operate through the length and breadth of this Nation on a fair, 
efficient, and equitable basis. These proposals have been repeatedly urged upon 
the Commission for more than a decade. However, the Commission has refused to 
consider our proposals on their merits despite the fact that interminable delays 
in the resolution of these questions seriously affect adversely not only the private 
interests of the hundreds of industry daytime broadcasters and applicants for 
new or improved daytime facilities, but also the public in hundreds of communi- 
ties which must rely for broadcast services upon daytime broadcast stations. 

Because this matter has been so long pending and because this is the first 
time that this problem has been presented to this committee, a review of the 
background is necessary to a consideration of the vital questions affecting the 
public interest. In broad terms, the basic scheme and framework for the alloca- 
tion of frequencies in the standard broadcast band were established by .the 
Federal Radio Commission shortly after it was organized following the enactment 
of the Radio Act of 1927. The basic allocation structure then adopted has, with 
relatively insubstantial changes, determined the growth and evolution of the 
standard radio broadcast service as it exists today. It is of vital significance to 
bear in mind that the basic pattern of allocations which was evolved almost 30 
years ago was determined when there were, comparatively speaking, a mere 
handful of broadcast stations. That mere handful of stations in the ensuing 
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years increased many times to reach a total of approximately 900 stations in 1945, 
and at the present time has increased to more than 3,000 stations. 

Under the Commission’s rules there are, generally speaking, four classes of 
stations. The first three, which the Commission regards as main or primary 
classes, consist of class I, or clear-channel stations, which are permitted to broad- 
cast with 50-kilowatt power, permitting them to cover, night and day, extensive 
areas; class III stations, which operate on regional channels in order to provide 
service to large urban areas; and class IV stations to operate on local channels 
in order to provide service to small communities. The remaining class of station, 
or secondary stations, are class I stations, which are authorized fer operation 
on clear channels, subject to limitations and restrictions that are designed to 
protect the clear-channel stations in their extensive wide-area coverage. 

Daytime stations are permitted to operate on the clear channel and regional 
frequencies. There are 47 clear-channel frequencies, 23 of which are each 
occupied by a single full-time 50-kilowatt station entitled to exclusive occupancy 
of the frequency during the nondaylight hours. Four clear-channel stations have 
exclusive occupancy of their respective frequencies both day and night. There 
are presently less than 150 stations throughout the country which are permitted 
to operate daytime only on these 47 clear channels. The remainder of the day- 
time stations operate on the regional frequencies. On an average basis, there are 
over 20 daytime stations on each of these frequencies, sharing the use of the 
frequencies with an average of over 10 regional stations per frequency. 

It became apparent almost 20 years ago that the Commission's standards for the 
allocation of radio-broadeast frequencies required a searching reexamination. 
The continuing growth of the radio service, the increase in the number of stations, 
and the developments in the art and science of broadcasting, made necessary a 
reexamination of the bases upon which the standard-breadcast allocations, and 
particularly the clear-channel allocations, were premised. Accordingly, in 1945, 
the Commission initiated the clear-channel preceeding. The issues in that pro- 
ceeding included questions with respect to the very basic principles governing 
the allocations of the frequencies in the standard broadcast band, including the 
question of whether the clear channels should be broken down to make room for 
enlarged hours of operation by daytime stations. Hearings in that proceeding 
were conducted intermittently in 1946 and 1947 and were then concluded. 

In 1947, during the pendency of the clear channel proceeding, the Commission 
on the complaints of clear channel stations initiated the so-called daytime sky- 
wave proceeding to determine whether the hours of operation of daytime sta- 
tions should be further limited because of alleged daytime skywave interference 
to clear channel stations, a phenomenon which the Commission had theretofore 
expressly refused to recognize in its rules or policies. Such alleged interference 
had not previously been considered a pertinent disqualifying factor with regard 
to daytime operations. The objective of the entrenehed clear channel stations 
was obviously to extend their exclusive or relatively exclusive occupancy of the 
clear channels into portions of the daytime hours during which existing or pro- 
posed daytime stations were entitled to operate under existing rules and further 
to utilize the daytime skywave objection as the vehicle for blocking widespread 
demands for enlargement of the hours of operation of daytime stations. This 
maneuver has been eminently successful since the Commission extended the 
freeze on applications for new daytime stations on clear channels, and the fur- 
ther delays occasioned by the opening up of the daytime skywave problem has 
effectively blocked consideration of the merits of the proposals of existing day- 
time broadcasters for enlarged hours of operation. 

The Commission held 3 days’ hearings in June of 1947. Six months later the 
Commission consolidated the daytime skywave proceeding with its outstanding 
clear channel proceeding. 

When it instituted the clear channel proceeding in 1945, the Commission had 
imposed a partial freeze on applications for new and improved daytime-only 
facilities on clear channels. Following the initiation of the daytime skywave 
proceedings, the Commission in a succession of orders has directed the with- 
holding of action on virtually every application for secondary operation on 
clear channels. 

The proceedings that the Commission initiated in 1945, because of the acute 
problems which it had been cognizant of for the preceding decade, remained in 
limbo until August 11, 1953. At that time the Commission made a full 180° re- 
versal of its earlier position by severing the daytime skywave proceeding from 
the clear channel proceeding, stating that it could reach a decision in the day- 
time skywave proceeding and that it would “proceed to decide the daytime 
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skywave proceeding with as much dispatch as is practicable.” That statement 
was made almost 3 years ago. The proceeding has not yet been finally decided. 

One year later, however, on March 11, 1954, the Commission issued a proposed 
report and order in the daytime skywave proceeding. In that report and order 
the Commission proposed to take action which would drastically further limit 
the operation of daytime-only stations by imposing additional restrictions on 
their transmissions and hours of operation to further protect the dominant 
class I stations on the same frequencies. 

On May 13, 1954, the Daytime Broadcasters Association petitioned the Com- 
mission for the revision of its rules so as to authorize fixed hours of operation 
for daytime stations from sunrise, or 5 a. m. at the point of transmission, which- 
ever may be earlier, to sunset, or 7 p. m., whichever may be later. On December 
8, 1955, that petition was superseded by a further petition requesting prompt 
rulemaking proceedings with respect to the enlargement of the operating sched- 
ule of daytime stations. No action has been taken on this latest petition. 

This, in brief, has been the record of the past 10 years. Closer scrutiny 
of the events during this period and the repeated attempts to obtain remedial 
action would reveal a frenzy of pleadings, counterpleadings, proposals, further 
proposals, consolidations, severances, and a veritable maze of procedural snarls. 
But one simple fact emerges from the debris: We are no further advanced 
today than we were 10 years ago in obtaining administrative determination 
of an admittedly serious nationwide problem, vitally affecting the national 
public interest. Were the consequences not so grave, and the detriment to 
the public interest not so clear, such a record of inaction could be shrugged 
off philosophically. A reasonable measure of patience is required for the grind- 
ing of the wheels of government. But the limits of patience are reached when 
a turn of the wheels must be measured in terms of decades or generations. 

There are grave social and economic consequences flowing from the existing 
concentration of superpowered facilities in the hands of a few stations. These 
stations reach out hundreds and sometimes thousands of miles from the station, 
and encompass within their claimed “protected contours” many millions of 
persons and many hundreds of communities having separate and distinct local 
needs, problems, tastes, and interests which ean scarcely be recognized, let 
alone served, by such stations. Daytime broadcasters have long sought an 
opportunity to demonstrate all the facts and reasons showing how the mainte- 
nance of the status quo has seriously and adversely affected the interests of 
the public in these hundreds of communities throughout the United States. 
It is, of course, not possible here to set out all such facts and reasons. However, 
a few illustrations will serve to indicate the gravity of the problem. 

It is apparent that the choice and most listenable broadcast hours are the 
early morning and early evening hours during which daytime stations are 
precluded from broadcasting under existing FCC restrictions. It is through 
programs in the early morning hours that vital weather, crop, and other agricul- 
tural information can be most useful to farmers and other rural listeners. 
It is obvious that the broadcasts from a distant station can hardly serve the 
needs of particular rural localities as effectively as broadcasts from stations 
more closely situated with respect to such areas. Similarly, the early morning 
and early evening hours are the “at home’ hours for businessmen, workers, 
and schoolchildren, as well as farmers. The greatest listening audience is avail- 
able during such hours. Such hours are, therefore, more attractive to local 
advertisers for their advertising messages than the daylight hours to which 
daytime stations are presently restricted. By the same token, it is during the 
early morning and early evening hours that the public within the range of the 
local station can be most effectively served by means of news and other informa- 
tional programs of purely local interest, including public service messages and 
information affecting the safety of life and property. One vivid illustration, 
which is based upon actual occurrence, is sufficient. A heavy snowstorm has 
started during the night and may be continuing at school-departure time. In 
many areas, school-departure time occurs before the time when the local day- 
time broadcast station may commence operation. Information concerning such 
important questions as road conditions, operation of school buses, and whether 
or not particular schools will be open would obviously not be provided by a 
distant station to the area affected. Nevertheless, the local station may not be 
able, until it is too late, to provide the public in the area with vital information 
on these matters at the time when it is most vitally needed. It is little comfort 
to a household to learn, 1 hour after the children may have departed for school, 
that the school will be closed for the day. The innumerable complications and 
hardships which may arise out of this simple illustration may readily be imagined 
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even by those who have not had actual experience with this type of situation. 

These are just a very few of the types of public interest problems which have 
been permitted to grow by default through inaction. The mandate of the Com- 
munications Act is clear. The Commission is required, in the exercise of its 
regulatory and licensing functions, to make the most fair, efficient, and equitable 
distribution of the available spectrum. The Commission has recognized this 
mandate to the extent that on numerous occasions it has explicitly asserted that 
publie interest is best served by the allocation of frequencies and the authoriza- 
tion of stations in a manner that meets the twofold objectives of maximum 
service, and maximum local stations responsive to the needs and interests of 
their own communities. We are in agreement with those stated objectives. We 
believe, however, that the mandate is rendered sterile when a decade is permitted 
to elapse without action upon an admittedly grave issue as to whether existing 
rules and restrictions impede the realization of those objectives. 


Mr. MacInryre. The next is a statement on behalf of the Commu- 
nity Broadcasters Association, Inc., “Before the Select Committee on 


Small Business of the House of Representatives of the United States, 
84th Congress.” 


Mr. Weipserc. I believe a word of explanation on the Community 
Broadcasters Association may be appropriate. 

Those are what are called class IV stations. Those are the stations 
which operate under a 24-hour basis, but on a basis of limited power 
and intended to serve a relatively small local area. 

Mr. Evins. What is that organization? 


Mr. Werwserc. The Community Broadcasters Association, Inc. 
Mr. Evrns. Where are they located? 


Mr. Werpperc. They are represented by counsel, one Howard J. 
Shellenberg, Jr., of Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, it may be received in the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF COMMUNITY BROADCASTERS ASSOCIATION 
I. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 


1. Community Broadcasters Association, Inc., is a nonprofit corporation with 
membership composed of 212 class IV standard broadcast stations from 47 of 
the States." The primary purpose of the association is “to stimulate, encourage, 
develop, promote, and expand the business” of its members. It is in furtherance 
of these objectives that the association, on April 3, 1956, filed with the Federal 
Communications Commission, pursuant to section 4 (d) of the Administrative 
Procedure Act and section 1.702 of the Commission’s rules, a petition request- 
ing the institution of a rulemaking proceeding looking toward an amendment 
of the Commission’s rules and technical standards to permit the operation of 
class IV stations with maximum power of 1 kilowatt instead of the present 
power limitation of 250 watts. The amendments to the rules, as set forth in 
the petition of Community Broadcasters Association, Inc., are set forth in 
appendix A attached hereto. These rule changes are designed to bring class IV 
stations up to the social and economic level of the broadcast industry in general 
by authorizing a horizontal increase in the maximum power of such stations to 
1 kilowatt. Including the members of the association, there are at least 612 
class IV stations who have indicated their agreement with the aims of the asso- 
ciation to secure an increase in power to 1 kilowatt. This was determined from 
the results of a postcard survey of all class IV station operators made by the 
association during the summer months of 1955. 

2. Section 3.22 (d) of the Commission’s rules defines a class IV station as 
follows: 

“A class IV station is a station operating on a local channel and designed to 
render service primarily to a city or town and the suburban and rural areas 
contiguous thereto. The power of a class IV station shall not be less than 


2 See appendix B, CBA membership list. 
80630—56—pts. 3-512 
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0.1 kilowatt or more than 0.25 kilowatt, and its service area is subject to inter- 
ference in accordance with section 3.182.” 

Section 3.27 of the Commission's rules specifies the frequencies 1230, 1240, 1340, 
1400, 1450, and 1490 kilocycles as local channels assigned for use by class IV 
stations. At the present time there are approximately 950 local class IV radio 
stations operating in the United States on 6 channels. Such stations are the very 
heart of the American broadcasting system representing approximately one-third 
of all broadcast stations in the Nation. They provide the only full-time local 
broadcast service to the many hundreds of communities which they serve. The 
very definition of a class IV station indicates the importance of such stations in 
fulfilling one of the purposes of the Communications Act te provide to all of the 
people of the United States an efficient, nationwide radio communication ‘service. 
As set forth in section 3.22 (d) of the Commission's rules a class 1V station “‘is a 
station operating on a local channel and designed to render service primarily to 
a city or town and the suburban and rural areas contiguous thereto.” By defini- 
tion they are the only class of station which can provide a truly local broadcast 
service to the many hundreds of smaller cities and towns of the country. The 
importance of such stations in providing broadcast service to great segments of 
the American public cannot be denied. Without denying the contributions made 
by high-powered and distant broadcast stations to the overall American broad- 
casting industry it is submitted that no other group or groups of stations con- 
tributes as much to the general well-being and healthy position of the broadcast 
industry in the United States today as do class IV stations. These stations are 
the so-called little operators who cater to and fulfill the local radio needs of vast 
segments of the population. 

3. The power of the Commission to grant the relief requested in the petition 
of April 3, 1956, is unquestionable. Section 303 of the Communications Act of 
1934, as amended, in setting forth the general power of the Commission, provides 
that the Commission, from time to time, as public convenience, interest, or neces- 
sity requires, shall: 

(a) Classify radio stations ; 

(b) Prescribe the nature of the service to be rendered by each class of licensed 
stations and each station within any class; 

(c) Assign bands of frequencies to the various classes of stations; and assign 
frequencies for each individual station and determine the power which each 
station shall use and the time during which it may operate; 

(f) Make such regulations not inconsistent with law as it may deem neces- 
sary to prevent interference between stations and to carry out the provisions 
of this act : Provided, however, That changes in the frequencies, authorized power, 
or in the times of operation of any station, shall not be made without the consent 
of the station licensee unless, after a public hearing, the Commission shall deter- 
mine that such changes will promote public convenience or interest or will serve 
public necessity, or the provisions of this act will be more fully complied with ; 

(r) Make such rules and regulations and prescribe such restrictions and con- 
ditions, not inconsistent with law, as may be necessary to carry out the provi- 
sions of this act, or any international radio or wire communications treaty or 
convention, or regulations annexed thereto, including any treaty or convention 
insofar as it relates to the use of radio, to which the United States is or may 
hereafter become a party. 


ARGUMENT IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
II. SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE AND STANDING OF CLASS IV STATIONS 


4. Two grave problems confront class IV stations today. One relates to 
the economic plight of such stations occasioned in part by the increase of day- 
time only stations operating with power of 1 kilowatt or more and in part by 
the advent of and the rapid expansion of the television industry in the past 
few years. Although daytime broadcast stations and television stations have 
had an adverse effect upon the economic position of class IV stations they do 
not and cannot replace or even contribute to the service being performed by 
these stations. The second problem relates to the ability of class IV stations 
to properly and adequately serve their communities. These two problems can 
properly be classed as economic and social although both are closely allied. 

5. The economic problem confronting class IV stations relates to their ability 
to compete with other classes of stations. Stated another way, it is the 
gradual loss of the ability of class IV stations to adequately compete with 
these other classes of stations resulting in a gradual loss of a very important 
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broadcast service to great segments of the pepulation. The increased interest 
in daytime only stations has seriously affected the economic position of class IV 
stations. This interest began about 10 years ago. It was noted in the 13th 
Annual Report of the Federal Communications Commission for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1947, on page 15, that, “the greatly increased interference prob- 
lems involved in nighttime operation have resulted in a trend which indicates 
willingness on the part of applicants to accept daytime facilities when night- 
time operation is not feasible, so a large percentage of the new stations have 
been for day operation only.” It is interesting to note the immediate economic 
effect that such a trend toward daytime only stations had upon local unlimited 
time stations. The Commission’s annual reports for the years 1946-47 reveal 
the following pertinent statistics : 


Percent of 
revenue of 
Number prior years, 
increase (+) 
or de- 
crease (—) 


1946 


Local ufilimited...___- : 416 416.5 
Regional part time---_- s 47 —12.1 
1947: 


‘. 
Local unlimited 408 —11.09 
48 —3.72 


641 —14. 90 
185 +43. 30 


706 —30. 96 
284 +56. 81 





These figures take on added significance when we consider that in many 
instances these part-time stations were established in areas which previously 
had been serviced only from a local station. 

6. Olass IV stations are an integral part of their respective communities, 
they are looked to and depended upon for the satisfaction of community broad- 
cast needs, as an outlet for local expression, as a local advertising media, 
for public-service pregraming, and for local entertainment. There are many 
examples of the type of local service now rendered by class IV stations. It is 
sufficient to state that these include the broadcast of local nighttime events, 
such as school meetings, civic meetings, school athletic events, etc. These 
local events can only be broadcast by local unlimited time class IV stations 
which operate both day and night to fulfill their obligations te the communities 
they serve although it is not always to their personal benefit to do so. The 
most productive broadcast period for local stations from the standpoint of 
revenue is from 6 a. m. until 12:30 p.m. The second most productive period 
is 5 to 7 p.m. The evening period from 7 p. m. until soundoff is financially 
unproductive. For the most part class IV stations are operated at a loss 
during the evening hours. However, it is during the evening hours that class 
IV stations provide the greatest contribution to their individual communities. 
It is because these local stations do eperate during the evening hours that 
they are truly community stations providing their communities with a full-time 
local broadcast service. From an economic standpoint it is becoming more and 
more difficult for these class IV stations to compete on an even basis with sta- 
tions operating daytime only or only during the revenue producing periods. 
Class IV stations cannot offer as much power or as much coverage to potential 
advertisers. The economic plight of class IV stations has already resulted 
in many stations relinquishing their class IV facilities in favor of daytime only 
operations with higher power. 

Since 1954 there have been approximately 56 such cases. This means that 
since 1954 approximately 56 communities have been deprived of their community 
broadcast facilities and have been deprived of a nighttime outlet for the broad- 
cast of their community events. This situation, becomes a very serious threat 
to the maintenance of local nighttime broadcast service. Under present eco- 
nomic pressure it will become worse as more and more stations, in order to 
survive, succumb to and are forced to relinquish their nighttime service in 
favor of the more lucrative daytime operation with increased power. This they 
do not desire to do. However, if this trend should continue many hundreds 
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of communities will lose their only local nighttime service. Since these class IV 
stations are the backbone of the broadcast industry, without whose nighttime 
efforts there would be no such thing as a nationwide local radio broadcast 
service, it behooves the Commission and the Congress to investigate the problems 
of these stations and to strengthen the existing broadcast industry by assist- 
ing them in maintaining their place in the field. The preservation of existing 
broadeast services should be as foremost in the Commission’s thoughts as is 
the desire for experimentation and development of new phases of the broad- 
easting art. 

7. The social problem confronting class IV stations can be stated very suc- 
ecinctly. Many of these stations for various reasons cannot properly and ade- 
quately serve their communities from an engineering standpoint. This comes 
about through a combination of various factors. First, the gradual diminuiton 
of their nighttime service areas occasioned by increased use of the frequency. 
Secondly, the expansion and development of their communities with corre- 
sponding geographic expansion of the suburbs, and thirdly, the increase of noise 
levels in and about the communities resulting from the development and expan- 
sion of industry and the increased use of electrification. Combinations of these 
factors and others have made it increasingly difficult for class IV stations to 
properly and adequately render a listenable service to their communities. 
Increased power would alleviate this problem and would permit class IV sta- 
tions to advance and develop along with their communities. 


Ill. TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY OF PROPOSED CHANGES 


8. The solution offered by this association is to permit class IV stations to 
operate with a maximum power of 1 kilowatt. This proposal is engineeringly 
feasible providing the majority of local stations in the United States and in 
other North American countries quadruple their present radiated power. While 
an increase in power will not change the nighttime cochannel interference con- 
ditions in terms of distance from a particular transmitter, the improvement in 
signal intensity within the existing limits of interference would be significant 
from the standpoint of quality of reception, particularly during the summer 
months when atmospheric noise is prevalent as a disturbing factor to good qua!- 
ity reception. During the day the increase in power to 1 kilowatt would not 
only result in an improvement of quality of reception within the limits of pres- 
ent coveiage, but also would result in an extension of the “normally protected” 
500-microvolt per meter coverage area of each station. The extent of the in- 
creased interference-free daytime service will depend in each instance upon the 
terrain conductivity conditions of the particular area involved and the frequency 
of the local station. 

9. Utilizing the Commission’s present definition of 10 kilocycles adjacent 
channel interference, the proposed inerease in power of local stations may re- 
sult in some adjacent channel interference in a small percentage of the total 
number of cases involved. It is submitted that the benefit derived by the pub- 
lic from the aggregate gain in service area and the general improvement in the 
technical quality of the received signal outweighs, by far, the minor inter- 
ference areas resulting from the relatively few instances of adjacent inter- 
ference. ? 

10. However, in order to eliminate or at least reduce to a minimum this prob- 
lem of possible adjacent channel interference it is proposed herein to chanre 
the Commission’s definition of 10 kilocycles adjacent channel interference. This 
definition is contained in section 3.182 (w) of the Commission’s rules relating to 
technical standards for standard broadcast stations and provides a field intensity 
ratio of 1:1 desired ground wave to undesired ground wave. 

11. The Standards of Good Engineering Practice as originally published in 1939, 
after an extended hearing, provided for a ratio of 2: 1 desired to undesired ground 
wave signals for 10-kilocycle separation. In 1946 the Commission took testi- 
mony in docket No. 6741 which is known as the Clear Channel Hearing. Ex- 
hibit No. 109 dated April 22, 1916, introduced in this hearing was entitled “Meth- 
od of Computing Service and Interference for Use in Connection with Docket 
No. 6741.” The introduction to the exhibit reads as follows: “The following 
methods and procedures are recommended for preparation of technical testi- 
mony concerning service and inte:ference in the Clear Channel Hearing, Docket 
No. 6741. They are based on the results of the studies of Committees I, II, and 
III, They constitute, in general, revisions in the methods presently established 
in the Standards of Good Engineering Practice. The latter may be used to the 
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extent that they are not at variance with this document.” Section B—Types of 
Service—of this exhibit contains the following: 


Other-Station Interference Instantaneous Signal Ratio 
ist adjacent channel For ground-wave service, 1: 2. 


The ratio of 1: 2 desired to undesired ground-wave on the first adjacent chan- 
nel is repeated in the tabular summary of exhibit 109 at page 11. In intro- 
ducing exhibit 109 at the hearing on April 22, 1946, Mr. H. U. Graham, a mem- 
ber of the engineering staff of the Commission, testified as follows: 

“Mr. Chairman, following the January session of this hearing, at which time 
there became available much of the basic information to be supplied by Commit- 
tees I, I], and III, the FCC Engineering Department, with the generous assistance 
of industry members of three committees, undertook to work up a set of rules 
which could be recommended for the method of preparation of clear channel 
technical exhibits based on the new data. These are embodied in exhibit 109. 
The use of the word “Standards” was studiously avoided in order not to indicate 
that these procedures were immediately to become a substitute for the Com- 
mission’s present standards in cases other than docket No. 6741. However, it 
is apparent that they are in effect a partial revision in the Commission’s present 
standards for the purpose of this hearing.” (Tr. 1351.) 

This exhibit and testimony relating thereto indicates that as early as 1946 the 
foremost radio engineering minds considered that an adjacent channel inter- 
ference ratio of 1:2 desired to undesired ground-wave signal was practical 
and feasible. It is also apparent from Mr. Graham’s testimony that while 
this exhibit did not change the present standards, it is a partial revision of 
the standards and the inference is that the changes should and would become 
standards at some future time. Notwithstanding this recommendation, made 
after serious and obviously detailed study of conditions obtaining at that time, 
the Commission on December 27, 1946, issued a notice of proposed rulemaking 
(public notice 1786) setting forth proposed revisions to the Standards of Good 
Engineering Practice in which it proposed an adjacent channel interference 
ratio of 1:1 desired to undesired ground wave. On February 4, 1947 (public 
notice 4484) the Commission adopted these standards and the ratio of 1:1 is 
the present criteria of the Commission. Neither of the two documents contains 
any explanation as to why the ratio of 1:1 was adopted instead of the ratio 
1:2 as recommended 8 months prior in exhibit 109 of docket 6741. This may 
have been the result of a compromise by the Commission on the grounds that at 
the time there were still in use by the public many receivers of outmoded design, 
even though such receivers were no longer in production. It does not appear 
that any hearing was held in the matter of revision of the standards at this time. 

12. It is submitted that the technical data and engineering reasoning behind 
the 1946 recommendation of an adjacent channel interference ratio of 1:2 are 
equally applicable, if not more applicable today. Certainly with each passing 
year radio technology increases and considering the advancements made in recent 
years in all phases of the broadcasting field it is believed that modern radio 
receivers of the superheterrodyne type are more selective than earlier types 
and are capable of rejecting a 10-kilocycle adjacent-channel interfering signal, 
particularly in the areas where adjacent channel interference involves received 
signal intensities in the order of 500 microvolts per meter. If this more prac- 
tical definition of 10-kilocycle adjacent-channel interference is adopted by the 
Commission, it is possible that the increase in the power limitation of class IV 
stations, herein proposed, would not result in actual adjacent channel inter- 
ference to any existing regional or clear channel station. 


IV. INTERN ATION AL CONSIDERATIONS 


13. The area of international radio broadcasting is one in which the asso- 
ciation recognizes that objections might be lodged to a grant of this petition. 
In anticipation of these objections this short résumé of the present interna- 
tional situation is given. It is recognized that in order to implement the changes 
in domestic rules and standards as proposed herein it will be necessary to 
negotiate some minor changes in existing and proposed international broadcast- 
ing agreements. The basic agreement is the North American Regional Broad- 
casting Agreement to which the United States is a party together with Canada, 
Cuba, Dominican Republic, Bahama Islands, and Jamaica. This agreement is 
presently pending ratification by the United States Senate. The agreement pro- 
vides, in terms similar to our domestic rules and standards, for maximum power 
of 250 watts by class IV stations. 
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However, even this agreement contains exceptions to the rule. Both excep- 
tions relate to Cuba where in 2 imstances it is permitted to utilize power in 
excess of 250 watts on class IV channels (CMGW, Matanzas, Matanzas, 1240 kilo- 
cycles, 500 watts; and CMJF, Camaguey, Camaguey, 1340 kilocycles, 1 kilowatt). 
On information and belief it is submitted that during the negotiations of the 
NARBA, countries, other than the United States, advocated an inerease in 
maximum pewer for class IV stations. Mexico, which is not a party to the 
present NARBA, is an open advoeate of an increase in power for class IV sta- 
tions and has submitted 25 notifieations, on 5 of the 6 local channels, of actual or 
contemplated elass IV operations with power in exeess of 250 watts. A list of 
these notifications is attached as appendix C. It is understood that of these 
notifications only two have been objected to by the United States Government 
and those because of the possibility of objectionable interference to domestic 
stations. 

Vv. CONCLUSIONS 


14. From the foregoing it can be seen that there is an urgent and genuine 
publie need for the rule changes preposed by the Community Broadcasters 
Association, Ine. These changes are necessary in order to strengthen the entire 
broadcast industry, particularly class 1V stations which provide the only full- 
time local broadcast service to the many hundreds of smaller cities and towns 
and the contiguous suburban and rural areas of the Nation. A grant of the 
petition of the association for increased maximum power would promote the 
public interest, convenience, and necessity by providing for a better and more 
efficient use of local channel stations, thus fulfilling one ef the primary purposes 
and aims of the Communications Act. It ean be demonstrated that the proposal 
of the association is technically feasible. And it is concluded that the overall 
gain in service to the public and the general improvement in the technical quality 
of reception would more than suffice to outweigh any imstances of adjacent 
channel interference which may result from the proposed rule changes. 

Wherefore, in view of the foregoing the association respectfully requests that 
the Congress, through this committee, lend its assistance to assure expeditious 
consideration of the association’s petition presently pending before the Federal 
Communications Commission in order to forestall any further economic pres- 
sures to class IV radio stations and to prevent any further degradation of class 
IV radio services. It is further requested that the Congress compel the Com- 
mission to proceed immediately with the institution of a rulemaking proceeding 
in aceordance with the directives of the Communications Act and to provide the 
association with the opportunity of presenting its case on the matters and things 
asserted in its petition ef April 3, 1956, so that the inequities presently existing 
may be alleviated without undue delay. 

Respeetfully submitted. 

COMMUNITY BROADCASTERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
How4rp J. SCHELLENBERG, Jr., Its Counsel. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., June 12, 1956. 


APPENDIx A 
RuLE CHANGE—TEXxT OF RULES AND REGULATIONS AS PRoPosEeD To Be AMENDED* 


3.22 Classes and power of standard broadcast stations. 

(a) (Unchanged.) 

(b) (Unchanged. ) 

(c) (Unchanged.) 

(d) Class IV station. A class IV station is a station operating on a local 
channel and designed to render service primarily to a city or town and the 
suburban and rural areas contiguous thereto. The power of a station of this 
class shall not be less than 0.5 kilowatt er more than 1.0 kilowett, and its service 
area is subject to interference in accordance with section 3.182. 

oF * * * . s * 

3.41 Maximum rated carrier power; tolerances. The maximum rated carrier 
power of a transmitter shall be an even power step as recognized by the Com- 
mission’s plan of allocation (100 watts, 250 watts, 500 watts, 1 kw., 5 kw., 25 
kw., 50 kw.) and shall not be less than the authorized power nor shall it be 
greater than the value specified in the following table : 


1 Changes proposed are italicized. 
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re —- 
| Maximum Power | Maximum rated 





Class of Station | authorized to] carrier power 
| station permitted to be 
installed 

sii satis iciaasicllinenie Saatcaniebieediaies lala ox baste | oa aaicelitiace nested cilia 
Class IV____- eee Bad dhenaans waasipennhamiaibeante | 500 to 1,000 watts... 1,000 watts. 
Class ITT - Soden Ksndeucviecasseensatdeniingiosn | Unchanged _ 
Class IT- -. ; ; ss ea ...) Unehanged . 
Class T..-...- . 4 nss<ccneecescnes) ee 
= * ae * * + os 


3.182 (a) (4) Class IV stations operated on local channels normally render- 
ing primary service only to a city or town and the suburban and rural areas 
contiguous thereto with powers not less than 0.5 kw. or more than 1.0 kw. These 
stations are normally protected to 500 uv/m groundwave contour daytime. On 
local channels the separation required for the daytime protection shall also de- 
termine the nighttime separation. The actual nighttime limitation will be 
calculated. 

(Remainder unchanged. ) 


* * * . * x a 


8.182 (v) Protected service contours and permissible interference signals for 
broadcast stations are as follows: 




















Signal intensity con- Permissible interfering 
tour of area protected signal on same 
| Class of from objectionable channel 
Class of station | channel Permissible power interference | 
' 
used ae ES rete arate Ret) pt 2 neared oa 
| Day Night Day Night 
Sel. So dese se MaRS (Unchanged) _._.......---- Pe ween et - Picsrcccuce Ae 
PE vasiniinttkecnbenssibiieat (Unchanged).............- nk shal ivi alia Dla abnaain sacral 
Deictiatsitsamcsantackehmmesel I adam ain oan Seng once ten ae nalae D  chaceiee 
SEO cieniaentlieieanmiel (Unchanged) -.._......---- O ehstte achat eg oe inte eal a Ricca aed | 
ie eh ae (Unchanged). __-___....--- pesos - 35 < boc cdrac led Biel DAC TE 
EV -cansqaennel Loeal.__| 0.4 kw to 1.0 kw___.....--.-| 500uv/m_} Not pre-| 25uv/m.| Not pre- 
| seribed. | | seribed. 





Footnote unchanged. 
s * * * * * 


3.182 (w) The following ratios are to be used for determining the minimum 
ratio of the field intensity of a desired to an undesired signal for interference- 
free service. In the case of a desired groundwave signal interfered with by two 
or more skywave signals on the same frequency, the RSS value of the latter 
is used. 














Desired groundwave to— | Desired 
Sakata beter aan Se 
Frequency separation of desired to undesired signals sky wave to 
Undesired Undesired | undesired 
groundwave | 10-percent | 10-percent 
skywave skywave 
| 
SS = Rohl amelie A A opeehage alee elem 20:1 | 20:1 20:1 
10 ke- iia ih Je acicarecsacnenoncdugesudacess 1:2.) 1:5 () 
Ss SEAS. Diced h than ca deccanss«ccceeccineessceecce 1:30 |... SEE ancen na 


1 Footnote unchanged. 
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APPENDIX B 


CBA membership list 


Licensee 


ALABAMA 
Aviburn Besedokstaee Cai sh iad Je caneenageedescouesatenpagunsuped 
Florence Broadcasting Co-- 


KRIZ, Inc- 


Tucson Broadcasting eas. - iq cdyhnetiiestthaaae OR a 


ARKANSAS 
Radio Enterprises, Inc_--............-...-------- 
Py as 
Progressive Broadcasting Co---- 
Radio Engineering Service ----------_- 
Stuttgart Broadcasting Co- 







BRGQE. tes. sic cs. us 
Central California Broadcasters, Ine 
KROY, Inc. 

Golden Gate Broadcasting Corp 
IEG Ts 6 «35 ein nek enna nh ode basen ete ee Gans 
Nolan Hallowell and James E. McKahan 


COLORADO 


Capitol Broadcasting Co 
CONNECTICUT 
Elm City Broadcasting Corp-- 


Thames Broadcasting Corp 
Western Connecticut Broadcasting 


DELAWARE 
Delaware Broadcasting Co 


FLORIDA 


Indian River Broadcasting Co 
Shame Pee BI ia oc oe en thie Sch neige Nace bs cbncdsap aan 
Alachua County Broadcasting Co 
DGG Ot RMINR. cin data nsdteusennesebeselel 
ee ere ee eee 
Gulfport UCONN os oi nk ie i Eee ea eben aeeeeeeee 

uincy Broadcasting Corp- - 


I eee 
Tallahassee Appliance I ee ee ee eee eed 
WJINO, Ine 


Hundred Lakes Brdedesstene Cot, ..w p+ .a<spie bhe> Seebnaieaaehs 
GEORGIA 

AJbeny BresGossting (00 6 66... <1n5) 4s cn) pation leo cqngens <apeidhopgig~ 
Re BE OE wn nn eno koacebunaastnanechimadiethan geen 
J. K. Patrick Broadcasting Co., Ine 
Deltem Reoninasiier Ootn... ......... 2 nc cng akwawcesecnse 
Northeast Georgia Broadcasting Co 
Radio station WKEU 


La Grange Broadcasting Gate cca she cane te CC nsec ntee ae teaseeeee 
Middle Georgia Broadcasting Co---_...._........-.-...--..-.--.---«-- 
Fred B. Wilson and Albert L. Jones 
H. Wimpy 
Hicko: 
Jack 


Oil Broadcasting Co, Inc 
illiams 


Caldwell Broadcasting Co., Inc 


ILLINOIS 


Bloomington Broadcasting Co 
DROP UIRRE  PIIEE SIO aio i nnn nna sciddqnakgumeesliasaeendouien 
TE INE TIO on oo. 3 nn. ob heeieaeenasscedaspeueenbeneen 
First Trust Ass%ciation 
ae pr eemetns Co 

UA, Inc 

BS8, Ine 
WTeX, Ine 





Call letters | 


WAUD 
WJOI 


KRIZ 
KTUC 


KELD 
KAGH 
KDRS 
KCLA 
KWAK 


a 
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Locatior 


Auburn. 
Florence. 


Phoenix. 
| Tucson. 


Eldorado. 

| Crossett. 
Paragould. 
Pine Bluff. 
Stuttgart. 


Bakersfield. 
Berkeley. 
Sacramento. 
San Francisco. 
Santa Barbara. 
Susanville. 


Denver. 


New Haven. 
New London. 
Stamford. 


Wilmington. 


Fort Pierce. 

Fort Lauderdale. 
Gainesville. 
Lake City. 
Miami. 
Pensacola. 
Quincy. 
Sarasota. 
Tallahassee. 
West Palm Beach. 
Winter Haven. 


Albany. 
Americus. 
Athens. 
Dalton. 
Gainesville. 
Griffin. 

La Grange. 
Macon. 
Marietta. 
Thomasville. 
Thomson. 
Waycross. 


Caldwell. 


Bloomington. 
Danville. 
Decatur. 
Harrisburg. 
Joliet. 
Moline. 
Springfield. 
Do. 














FEDERAL REGULATORY COMMISSIONS AND AGENCIES 


OBA membership list—Continued 


867 








Licensee Call letters 
INDIANA 
I. Wa OT A An dnienincticvecesonntieiuibiniieaaiamnniiny WBIW 
Se I, CI. ears ben tian swenennaininn ahaa kiaiil WTRC 
, a ee a ee WASK 
Ce I SN is ide cane nbnndeccccieussngueeemeupeas WKBV 
IOWA 
EO ons, nrdncnwrrdvapecacesddeiacetiananvcgithn KBUR 
Weare Wats MORRIS OO. 25 noc ccc cceisiewsscsscccesecaseccsn dessa KVFD | 
RG IINTE LU, oindicadcadudscscanciincseccsessstesedes KFJB 
Iowa Great Lakes Broadcasting Co...............---......-.-----..--- KICD 
KANSAS 
A Seb in ccihentesncccennamuntinncetdatnrtscwias KAYS 
re ih hk SE ie get cncwsssngssscnacqacsasccsad KIUL 
Nations Center’ Breaficasting Co... ......................-.--..--.----- KWBW 
Ay NS GOB Eeae baci ccecinnecvdecsccccnnstousea KAKE 
KENTUCKY 
EL, 6 ck le Ti chwcicncesecsenetawswsetensucctnden WCPM 


Commonwealth Broadcasting Corp 
Elizabethtown Broadcasting Co 
Glasgow Broadcasting Co 








BRN OO i 5. 65.5 scenic cccwsccncescnsccscsews WHOP 
RN yy in MI nn dec reccccnccscwuutcswudesendiwiccinl WFTM 
Owensboro Broadcasting Co., Ims...............-----------.---------- WoMI 
TS Sr RIDE 65 6 nnn ccc cic ces cccsctnccnsecdsne WPAD 
lg Be I COLE Hi 55.6 ono. ccc ccc cnccnccsscocsecusesesse WSIP 
bp a En ee WFKY 
bg FE ONT tk nee ee memes WEKY 
Ge eI GE oo dvviiccnccccidnccccscacesccsdicnesinn WSFC 
LOUISIANA 
TE TN Lieb ia cdi de cc cc cccsccccecconsiticteiasiea KSLO 
PATI MOS i 5) Th oi dciicin cc ccuiccnnsdwtdinéadeswtneated KAPEK 
MARYLAND 
pg ES a | nn ee ee WITH 
MAINE 
CR par OE aa soc hncccsencccsccctasssecsvcsnasets WPOR 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Wea es DOA dass ck ncns scccccswteccndwsesccnek WMAS 
A SD Be bo nksnncccenhannaiieeubentaseooad WTXL 
ee ee a WALE 
Pioneer Valley Broadcasting Co., Inc. ................--.---.-.------- WHMP 
MICHIGAN 
POR BN ao Fob ohn kina oo views ceceeec cn nsncccncsssuee WELL 
DS I ic dao hacei a inc oe cotctaiec cee cecccccesse WJEF 
Ney SUI Sell 0, soba cieinc consadctonatinscacnccecscosa WEXL 
MINNESOTA 
Albert Lea-Austin Broadcasting Co. -.-.................----.----.------ KATE 
en CIs TR ii sili Sa hncdeee a ckewccccensseccesere KLIZ 
tae I a gs bl dedbnansatonbenenenee KYSM 
Southern Minnesota Broadcasting Co-_--.........----------.--.------- KROC 
Te I Eh iin ce wcncvcbstiqscediuinwiannenie KWNO 
MISSISSIPPI 
bts bh cE > SRR ee a ee ee | WGCM 
MISSOURI 
Se Sisk di cid warivtun sncededasecabsciucsace» cole WMBH 
Air Time, Inc_.--- it sR OS, i bibs apniiennbantiaiins ade KSWM 
Audrain Broadcasting Corp.........-..------------------------------- KXEO 
Come” CERIN SING Seicicnce ccine cocnncccecteccecsccceces KTTR 
es Pah RE Ma lviisceinnceedendébdadacssegeccsutbd KWPM 
MONTANA’ 
ee I te Lntanccseinreddwccdamdntnbsbussee KBMY 
THe COMES BA ID. Disk dpdecccestansdcnbacscucosstessasecs KIyYI 
NEBRASKA 
@amdbiiis MemeGen CUE. «. ... 30.22.22. cess sccsenseneenses KCOW 
Delete Valleys DIL < - nccccccnceccccccccncsscesscecscess KWBE 
Community Service Radio Corp_-......................-...-...-.-..- KCSR 
Central Nebraska Broadcasting Co......................---......--..- KGFW 


Location 


Bedford. 
Elkhart. 
Lafayette. 
Richmond. 


Burlington. 
Fort Dodge.’ 
Marshalltown. 
Spencer. 


Hays. 
Garden City. 
Hutchinson. 
Wichita. 


Cumberland. 
Danville. 
Elizabethtown. 
Glasgow. 
Hopkinsville. 
Maysville. 
Owensboro. 
Paducah. 
Paintsville. 
Frankfort. 
Richmond. 
Somerset. 


Opelousas. 
Minden. 


Baltimore. 


Portland. 


Springfield. 

West Springfield. 
Fall River. 
Northampton. 


Battle Creek. 
Grand Rapids, 
Royal Oak. 


Albert Lea. 
Brainerd. 
Mankato. 
Rochester. 
Winona. 


Gulfport. 


Joplin. 

Do. 
Mexico. 
Rolla. 

West Plains 


Billings. 
Shelby. 


Alliance. 
Beatrice. 
Chadron. 
Kearney. 
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Licensee | Call letters | Location 
NEVADA 
Rehert 1; Beenie Ae nn i iicencnctuscedsnenscenens .----| KATO | Reno. 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Grbibite: Btntiy reeRenGe TD. 8 iow oon i wtnescenenscesecescsauctenee WKBR | Manchester. 
White Mountains Broadcasting Co... .............---...-...-----.--é5 | WMOU | Berlin. 
NEW JERSEY 
Neptune Broadcasting Corp | WFPG | Atlantic City. 


Eastern States Broadcasting Corp..- ie : pi od wieaieiemictd WSNJ | Bridgeton. 





Chanticleer Broadeasting Co-_....-- .... WCTC | New Brunswick. 
NEW MEXICO | 
Plains Broadeasting Co-__-__..-_-- isintivanendswatanntiqescaptas ee Portales. 
John A. Barnett__. ~aad Re ELIE A IE) ....| KSWS Roswell. 
NEW YORK | 
Roy L. Albertson, Inc_.-_-_--- sth ecbsitadaaiearslusidaiiaenaiaiian a aaa | WBNY | Buffalo. 
Radio Corning, Inc.__- ei.3 <i ticlisieeiia eiae < aieaa a ae WCLI Corning. 
Elmira-Star Garette, Inc - pw cueithahakbideaenadakek waa eniae | WENY | Elmira. 
James Broadeas ting Co., Inc ae stacey enka Acacias acne Jamestown. 
Kingst n Broa¢ casting Corp. - -- a ee eee so ee eae ce ee | WKNY | Kingston. 
Union-Sun & J: urnal.____. a ain ect ne a ee | WUSJ Lockport. 
Community Bioadeasters Corp él aioli decnabatibeng-qatiae | WALL | Middleton. 
St. Lawrence Broadcasting Corp : sinnindabhapsiaetatia nae | WSLB | Ogdensburg. 
WHDL, Ince._--. 2 I 
Clinton County Broadcasting Corp...............--.--.---.-.----.---| WIRY Plattsburg. 
Civic Broadeas ting Corp_.__..-.---..--- - - vis eicaamendeateadieal WOLF | Syracuse. 
Westchester Broadeasting Corp. cea tht ppaasa gma qubieiilne lala in ieee aaa ial | WFRFAS White Plains. 
NORTH CAROLINA 
Ralph EB. Hesieusesti ck Lik ah ae WFAI Fayetteville. 
Catherine T. McSwain __.....-- ist Rebanchdeeacengiaewaadaan | WGNC | Gastonia. 
Onslow Broadcasting Corp _.- Xs Sobiieed _| WINC | Jacksonville. 
Newton-Conover Broadcasting Co., Inc....--....----------- _-a.u.-| WNNC | Newton. 
Statesville Broadcasting Co isan tins lacie soicenia la ea aaa eae | WSIC | Statesville. 


NORTH DAKOTA 
KDLR, Ine L Si ; Sa Se ae a .... KDLR 


Devils Lake. 


inten PaO nh. 8 rncnecincenacciussecsusoacdanenann | KDIX Dickinson. 
OHIO 

Scripps-Howard Radio, Inc inal Aa a le | WCPO | Cincinnati. 

WSRS, Ine ._. 9 dew siesta coal laos coe | WSRS | Cleveland. 

Dover Broadeasting Co., Inc ; nam ucimsmamnnitecmimedanialiamamel... ens 

East Liverpool Broadcasting Co., Inc...............----------------+.| .WOHI East Liverpool. 

Richland, Inc : TRE UREES Oats | WMAN | Mansfield. 

Marion Broadeasting Co-_ -_- a ckccnnennncanasaccadeenit nee) | Dameneels 

Scioto Broadcasting Co___...__-- sci losses tastaa acme aaa WPAY Portsmouth, 

Lake eer eee COS. 1... ..ncondnctimeiverndcconeneunh .-.-| WLEC Sandusky. 


Zadio Voice of Springfield, Inc. Sides clinbiebdaseatell | WIZE Springfield. 








WSTY, Inc____. tibiae _....--------| W8TV_ | Stubenville. 
Community Broadc: asting Co bis dunia eamecaal rt WTOL | Toledo. 
Mahoning Valley Broadcasting Corp ladon ; _...... WBBW Youngstown. 
Southeastern Ohio Broadcasting System..................-.----------- | WHIZ Zanesville. 
| 
OKLAHOMA 
Aap BIRGIT GE so nee nincccncncsmnnamnetnieiaamnmnainn KWHW | Altus. 
Ce ey oS a icinnccnianenndacehedemannonse KBIX Muskogee. 
Plaza Court Broadcasting Co--- mn henintestnitpiina patent ncaa meen KOCY Okla*oma City. 
Paes City: Pee Oe, 2h 0s... 3 <n ccnndanensccuhesnesenas WBBZ Ponca City. 
Woodward Broadcasting Co_..----- scl age etd latinas aaa KSIW Woodward. 
OREGON 
Lane Broadcasting Co- Sa esac adhd asoaonsegiandpaidalaaaaa an | KORE Eugene. 
Southern Oregon Publishing Co- saeaunncsidadeen Juice: KFLW Klamath Falls. 
Unapaws Recast, Tat 020 Si. - . . . oc cnindccenexcenndueeseduecantaes KRXL Roseburg. 
Nowe Otek, .. RAT ooh cnn canta thied-intaan KRNR D 
PENNSYLVANIA ‘ 
Wy Ta ea I  %. os 0 sen ctceusstneausnessunsanesaeen | WBVP | Beaver Falls. 
Ce Ook 1. Fh on kn ce cangen<sscaeeudsessechtansetau WFBG | Altoona. 
Thompson woe Ag Do nessa onde t3hacncastabeaie eae WRTA Do. 
Hazelton pameaeeS Co- ‘vik dllenatiabincmenieaiee al = ipa aie ean WAZL Hazelton. 
WGAL, In <ssveddadctndesentnbend diana WGAL | Lancaster. 
Lewistown ‘Brcadeating WAI. 3, .c. sce vevdehicolanaa eee WMRF | Lewistown. 
Wr BN aeict i 5 ol. ono cccesnkuncocatinescensndansoeuns WKRZ | Oil City. 
Elk-Cameron Broadcasting Co...........--.---------------es--------- WKBI St. Marys. 
Sunbury RreeGassits OG O.d. ~ 2... vecasccecusceuseceeessinccevess WKOK | Sunbury. 
NN ES SS ee cebaaiaecolel WESB Bradford. 


Williamsport Radio Broadcasting Association, Inc..........-.--------- WWPA | Williamsport. 
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Licensee 


RHODE ISLAND 


W. Paul Oury 


Florence Broadcasting Co 
Paramount B: 

Green mae... a... .-. 201... 
Feapepvers moameasenne Ooiei Loos. sk i a 
York County Broadcasting Co 


SOUTH DAKOTA 


James Valley Broadcasting Co......-- -.-.- 22.2202. cese5 ne... e se 
Mitchell Broadcasting Assoociation................--.--..---.--.---.--- 


TENNESSEE | 


Radiophone Broadcasting Station WOPI, Inc 
WDXB, Inc-------- 
WHUB, Inc.. 
Campbell el 
ER ree nT A is Se Uk. Sg. 2. cnn ec enccocenadintniilind 
Radio Station W BIR, Inc 
pe a es eee eee ee | 
Aluminum Cities Broadcasting Co. .------- a err | 
Cherokee Broadcasting Corp. ee lead 
Midsouth Broadcasting Corp..._- edeteietadtdine tees bivesiebeesl 


TEXAS 

Bee Broadcasting Co__-_- Senate 
Corpus Christi Broadcasting Co., SRS ADE sk Le iia okie 
Top O’Texas Broadcasting Co--- 

Great Plains Broadcasting Co 
KVOP, Inc a A a 
Veterans Broadcast ing Co.. 
Texas Telecasting, Ine 





Ui Gratis Gia 6 5 oe Se LK 
VERMONT 

Vermont Broadcasting Corp..._.....-.-------------- 
Memphbremagog Broadcasting Co., ‘Ine 
Twin State Broadcasters, Inc 


Earl M. Key---- it cite: BR desir 
Culpeper Broaticasting Oorp.-. .. 2... 2.2662 ck le i 
Rockbridge Broadcasting Corp. eee 
James Madison Broadcasting Corp. 4a 28 Fc SS: 
Halifax Bro’ dcasting Co_.....-...--- 

Charles T. Blackley _------- 


Waynesboro Broadcasting Corp-- 


WASHINGTON 


Adrian de Vries. .... 
Tom Olsen_.------- 


WEST VIRGINIA 


Chemical City Broadcasting Co 


Tp Eee RP AL Le LSS A 
Want .Virmimtie atte Gigti iii ncn 3 ik ss Add i ld - 459-0 
Otio Valley Broadcasting Corp 


Parkersburg Broadcasting Co - _- | 


7 eee -| 
Racine Broadcasting Corp 
WO us ad a re eS El eno i 2 


William F. Huffman Radio, Inc 








WWRI 


WOLS 
WMREB 
WCRS 
WHSC 
WRHI 


KIJV 
KORN 


WOPI 
WDXB 
WHUB 
WJIZM 
WHBT 
WBIR 
WsJJM 
WGAP 
WCRK 
WHHM 


KIBL 
KSIX 
KPDN 
KEYE 
KVOP 
KNUZ 
KDUB 


KVOG 


WJOY 
WIKE 
WTWN 


WKEY 
WCVA 
WREL 
WIMA 
WHLF 
WTON 
WAYB 


WCLX 
KGY 


WTIP 
WNDE 
WAJR 

WPAR 
WwCcoM 


WOMT 
WRIN 


AGENCIES 


| 
Call letters | 
| | 
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Location 


| West Warwick. 


Florence. 
Greenville. 
Greenwood. 
Hartsville. 
Rock Hill. 


Huron. 


| Mitchell. 


Bristol. 
Chattanooga. 
Cookeville. 
Clarksville. 
Harriman. 
Knoxville. 
Lewisburg. 
Marvville. 
Morristown. 
Memphis. 


Beeville. 
Corpus Christi. 
Pampa. 
Perryton. 
Plainview. 
Houston. 
Lubbock. 


Ogden. 


Burlington. 
Newport. 


| St. Johnsbury. 


Covington. 
Culperer. 
Lexington. 
Orange. 

South Boston. 
Staunton. 
Waynesboro. 


Colfax. 
Olympia. 


Charleston. 
lkins. 
Morgantown. 
Parkersburg. 
Do. 


Manitowoc 
Racine. 

Rice Lake. 
Wisconsin Rapids. 
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APPENDIX C 
List of Mexican notifications of class IV assignments with power in excess of 
250 watts 
Call letters Location | Power 
1240 KILOCYCLES 
MRPP. occas eee TP RGEINOOS..... «. oncocecsnnnecassocessal 250 watts night, 1 kilowatt day. 
ee... vsclusise 0 Sn i a 5 en die hebipeuinmatindlge obinmb arene Do. 
FS 2 SLL) IR ne innesccsctemeccnensses Do. 
ZEMO. - civG.in SS I oo hid nid ah adnan sas eeebeieeiniad | Do. 
| Sere Ciudad Delicias, C se Chee | Do. 
1340 KILOCYCLES 

Pee i nas add 558 II, ois ccmanbiinacatssdcncnunaue Do. 
Ok eer I ails ei | Do. 
XEUX..- II a aig Caen Do. 
XESL aie San Luis Potosi, San Luis Potosi-..__........-.-- Do. 
aeOM .... 200 | Coatzacoalcos, Veracruz--.-.............--.----- Do. 

| 

| 1400 KILOCYCLES 
EBGE; .. isu Dn: . OO... enacenstnenoweenl 150 watts night, 500 watts day. 
SED. ou scklcesi See a 250 watts night, 1 kilowatt day. 
Re is MES IN ans intnte incheis th en talntatinenletl Do. 
SEOP.....cUeas San Pedro, Tlaquepaque...-...................-. Do. 
Bk... ewe Onn ok cnegaweseuseestaaeane Do. 
RBAB. «ics: SATII i as ons aus lbeenan hued Do. 
MeO sciddsa dice We een Do. 
Te Pawnee pe A a eee ee | 250 watts night, 500 watts day. 

| 

| 1450 KILOCYCLES 

| 
ABPE . 222i | Comez Palacio, Durango.-...........-.--------- Do. 
EBC... 0 UES ON, BOON a a ccccncednccsuswsssaciscd Do. 
RON Ao. eI | Queretaro, Queretaro..._............-.-..-.....- 250 watts night, 1 kilowatt day. 
XECM... ---| Ciudad Mante, Tamaulipas_..................-- Do. 

| 1490 KILOCYCLES 
Pcie cesonibin pC anc abe nkina angelica Do. 
PR acsiecci ccd I nn hn cs une esieniouae ie 250 watts night, 500 watts day. 
XEOT coca | Zamora, Michoacan.......-.------.------------- 250 watts night, 1 kilowatt day. 


Mr. MacInryre. I would like to further describe that statement as 
a statement for that association by Howard J. Shellenberg, Jr., its 
counsel, 1025 Connecticut Avenue NW , Washington, D. C., and it is 
dated as of June 12, 1956. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. MacInryre. Mr. Chairman, this is a statement by the UHF 
Industry Coordinating Committee, as a report on the history of the 
activities of the UHF Industry Coordinating Committee and on the 
history of the struggle for measures to relieve the critical UHF 
problem, and it is dated January 19, 1956. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


REPORT OF THE HISTORY OF THE ACTIVITIES OF THE UHF INpUSTRY COORDINATING 
COMMITTEE AND ON THE HISTORY OF THE STRUGGLE FOR MEASURES TO RELIEVE 
THE CritTicaAL UHF PrRopteM 


The UHF-ICC was organized in April of 1954 after a wave of UHF failures 
and the worsening situation with respect to UHF throughout the country had 
prompted the Communications Subcommittee of the Senate Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee, under the then chairman, Senator Potter, of Michigan, 
to schedule hearings on “the status and development of UHF channels in the 
United States.” Within a short space of less than a month, over 80 UHF stations 
and permittees enthusiastically indicated their desire and willingness to join 
in a committee dedicated to the purpose of making a full, factual presentation 
of the relevant data in the forthcoming hearings before the Senate subcommittee 
and of pressing for effective governmental remedial measures which would assure 
nationwide competitive television service. 





"es 
ad 


in, 
he 
ns 
yin 
on 


ire 
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The hearings before the Senate subcommittee were held in May and June of 
1954 and the record of the proceedings covered more than 1,000 pages. The 
UHF-ICC, through testimony by a large number of UHF broadcasters from all 
sections of the country, and by its chairman, vice chairman,, legal counsel, and 
economic consultant, presented extensive data with respect to the situation then 
existing in the operation of UHF stations. 

The basic objective urged by the UHF-ICC was the modification of the existing 
geographic television-assignment plan upon a basis which would eliminate the 
gross competitive disparities inherent in the two-spectrum assignments made 
under that plan; and provision of sufficient equal compatible assignments in 
the same market to insure fair and equal competitive opportunity among 
television broadcasters and networks as well as a diversity of national and local 
program services. To accomplish that objective the UHF-ICC urged that the 
public interest could only be served by the assignment of all stations within one 
pertion of the spectrum with a single-market concept as the basis for the estab- 
lishment of a revised allocation plan in the public interest. The availability of 
70 channels in the UHF portion of the spectrum as compared with only 12 
channels in the VHF portion of the spectrum clearly dictated the wisdom of 
establishing such a revised plan by use of the UHF band solely. In view of the 
number of outstanding VHF receivers in the hands of the public the DHF-ICC 
recognized the need for, and accordingly urged that a reasonable transition 
period be provided to coincide with the period of obsolescence of such VHF 
receivers in the hands of the public. Many individual UHF broadcasters 
seperately urged similar reallocation proposals. 

The members of the FCC, in their presentation to the Senate committee, 
recognized the gravity of the existing problem but did not present any remedial 
measures and defended intermixture of VHF and UHF stations. It was ap- 
parent, however, that the members of the Senate subcommittee had been greatly 
impressed by the presentation of UHF broadcasters, that they recognized the 
urgent need for remedial action, and that they were not satisfied with the 
Commission’s willingness to rest with the status quo. Thus, for example, 
it was reported in Television Digest on May 22, 1954, that— 

“Senators lean to drastic UHF remedies: So impressed were Senate Communi- 
eations Subcommittee members by the pleas of UHF operators for urgent action 
to alleviate their economic plight, that as of now they seem inclined to use 
strong measures—possibly drastic enough to cut across the whole fabric of the 
TV structure.” , 

* * * o * « 7 

‘Network representatives and old-time station operators—the few who bothered 
to pay attention—were taken aback at the way things were going.” 

The Potter subcommittee hearings were recessed, however, during the 
NARTB convention in Chicago. This recess was most unfortunate since it ap- 
peared that the considerable momentum which had built up for immediate and 
effective relief was dissipated not only by the passage of time but by the 
lobbying of powerful interests during the intervening period and particularly 
at ia NARTB convention. At the conclusion of the hearing, Chairman Potter 
stated : 

“I can assure you that we are not going to make any half-cocked decisions, 
but we are going to act immediately * * *. Not only the members of this 
committee, but all Members of Congress are greatly concerned about this prob- 
lem, if the communications that I have received from the various Members of 
Congress are any indication.” 

More than a month elapsed, however, and no action of any kind was taken. 
Chairman Thoms and Vice Chairman Weber spent a week in Washington 
visiting with the Members of Congress in an attempt to determine what action 
was proposed to be taken. The results of their investigation were most dis- 
heartening. Chairman Thoms issued a report to the members of the UDHF-ICC 
stating that in his view “* * * no sound relief is forthcoming now or in the fore- 
seeable future.” 

The remainder of the year vindicated that view. Conduct of the investigation 
was removed from the jurisdiction of the Potter subcommittee as a result of 
differences between Senator Potter and Senator Bricker, who was then chairman 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and taken over by 
the latter committee. Except for the selection of majority and minority coun- 
sel, however, for the alleged purpose of infensifying the study of the UHF 
problem, there were no visible signs of any activity from congressional quarters 
looking toward any definitive action. Activity at the Commission level was 
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similarly inconclusive. In two actions which the Commission professed to be 
taking in order to help UHF, it (1) issued a public notice stating that it would 
consider UHF satellite operation on a case-to-case basis; and (2) revised its 
multiple-ownership rules to permit the ownership of a total of 7 television sta- 
tions provided that 2 were UHF. The latter measure had been severely 
criticized by the UHF-ICC as one which would not ameliorate the UHF problem 
but on the contrary would promote further monopolistic concentration by net- 
works and other already favored multiple VHF operators, in testimony by its 
counsel before the Potter subcommittee. In a letter to the FCO on August 16, 
1954, the UHF-ICC, by its Chairman and Vice Chairman, pointed out that the 
Commission’s satellite proposal, to the extent that it would permit high-powered 
wide coverage VHF stations to operate satellites, “must prove disastrously in- 
jurious to independent station UHF operation,” and further aggravate competi- 
tive disparity between VHF and UHF stations. It was urged that the FCC 
postpone the effectiveness ef its announced satellite policy and institute pro- 
ceedings on a rule which would limit satellite operation in a manner which 
would preclude further VHF encroachment in distant markets served by UHF 
stations. The Commission, however, rejected these comments and permitted its 
policy to become effective without limitation.’ 

On September 15, 1954, the Commission issued a netice of proposed rulemaking 
looking toward the authorization of private microwave intercity relay stations 
by television broadcasters in apparent recognition of mounting clamor by UHF 
stations for relief from the crushing burden of exorbitant cable costs required 
to be paid the telephone company. The proposal was strongly opposed by the 
telephone company and by no one else. It was, however, supported vigorously 
by the UHF-ICC and by a great number of other parties. The UHF-ICC pointed 
out that (1) many stations, and particularly small stations located in communi- 
ties distantly removed from large urban centers, are faced with the insurmount- 
able barrier of exorbitant rates charged by the common carriers for interconnec- 
tion; (2) that the public interest is seriously affected adversely by the inability 
of stations to obtain facilities for interconnection on a reasonable basis; (3) that 
it is vitally important for the suceessful operation ef all stations (including non- 
commercial educational stations) that they be able to broadcast simultaneously 
the programs originated by any one of the stations; and (4) that it is important 
that stations serving a homogeneous area with common interests and needs, be 
enabled to link together for the broadcast of programs and particularly in times 
of national emergency. Although hope was aroused by the Commission’s an- 
nouncement of this rule change that some measure of relief would thereby be 
provided to heavily burdened UHF and small-market VHF stations, it still re- 
mains unacted on, 16 months after the Commission proposed its adoption. 

During the Potter hearings, many parties urged that selective deintermixture 
should be undertaken. In rebuttal testimony, the UHF-ICC, endorsed selective 
deintermixture provided that prompt consideration of selective deintermixture 
be undertaken. Thus, it was stated that the UHF-ICC favored “a study to 
determine whether any feasible deintermixture plan can accomplish the neces- 
sary goal of a truly nationwide competitive system provided that such study is 
speedily accomplished so that it may promptly be determined whether it will or 
will not be necessary to go to a single-spectrum system in order to provide a truly 
nationwide system providing equal competitive opportunity to broadcasters.” 

When it became apparent that no early remedial action could be expected upon 
the initiative of the Senate committee or the FCC, UHF operators were urged by 
the working group of the UHF-ICC to file individual proposals with the FCC for 
deintermixture or other change of the channel assignments in their own markets 
which would ameliorate the situation on a market-by-market basis. A number 
of proposals for selective deintermixture of particular markets were filed in the 
latter part of 1954. The Commission, however, denied these proposals giving as 
the reason its belief that it would be unfair to applicants for the VHF channels 
which would be deleted by the deintermixture proposals who had expended large 
sums of money to prosecute their applicants. 

As a result of the change of party control in the 84th Congress, Senator 
Bricker was replaced by Senator Magnuson as chairman of the Senate Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee. Hopes of UHF operators were again 
aroused by public statements indicating that the committee expected to push 


1 In a letter dated November 8, 1954, from the Commission’s secretary, the UHF—ICC was 
advised that the Commission desired to leave the satellite policy “flexible.” It does not 


appear from this letter that the UHF-ICC’s comments were formally considered by the 
Commission en banc. 
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for early remedial action with respect to the critical UHF situation. In Febru- 
ary 1955, the reports of counsel to the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce on television network regulations and the UHF problem 
were released. The recommendations of the report of the majority counsel with 
respect to the UHF problem were timid and ambivalent. Although it was 
recognized that an all-UHF allocation was sound logic and was the only solution 
which could reasonably be expected to achieve nationwide competitive television 
service, it was concluded that such an allocation should not be attempted. The 
majority counsel report, while on the one hand urging that the Commission 
reconsider its denial of deintermixture, argued that broad-coverage VHF sta- 
tions were the only means by which service to rural areas could be provided, 
and that it would not be fair to require the public to convert to UHF regardless 
of how long a period of transition was provided. The additional recommenda- 
tions of the majority counsel to alleviate the UHF problem were that tax 
exemption should be provided for all-channel receivers, as proposed in pending 
legislation, and that certain regulatory restrictions be imposed on network 
operations and on the multiple ownership of stations. The minority report 
made extensive factual findings showing the seriousness of the UHF problem 
and recommended that additional investigation be conducted for the purpose of 
arriving at substantive recommendations. The reports of counsel were trans- 
mitted by the chairman of the committee to the Commission and the Department 
of Justice for comment. 

In confirmation hearings before the Senate Commiitee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce on February 23, 1955, Chairman McConnaughey testified that 
“I think that very likely it would be wise, and thinking for myself now, 
not speaking for the Commission in these matters, I thiak that the Commission 
should consider rulemaking, on a selective basis, possibly, in deintermixture.” 

On March 3, 1955, the expectation of early remedial measures regarding the 
UHF problem was again encouraged when the Commission granted the request 
of UHF station WKNX-~-TV, Saginaw, Mich., for proposed rulemaking, looking 
toward the amendment of its rules to limit the location of antennas to within 
5 miles of the principal city to be served, unless streng public-interest reasons 
to the contrary were shown by the applicant. In its notice, the Commission 
recognized that the implementation of a fair, efficient, and equitable allocation 
plan required that a specific distance limitation should be observed unless such 
reasons were clearly shown, As will be pointed out below, however, the Com- 
mission discarded this proposal at,about the same time that it decided to turn 
down selective deintermixture proposals. 

On March 18, 1955, the Commission in its comments to the Senate in response 
to the staff reports on the network and UHF studies, urged no specific remedial 
measures but stated that Congres could encourage production of all-channel 
sets by removal of excise tax and/or getting manufacturers to agree to produce 
such sets voluntarily and urged that Congress grant FCC extra funds to conduct 
a full study of networks, advertisers, agencies, talent, individual film producers, 
and distributors. 

The Commission further stated that moving all stations to UHF “could 
involve such tremendous dislocation of existing operations” that such action 
should be taken only if Congress itself so determines. With respect to selective 
deintermixture, the Commission stated that it was unable to advance any 
“definitive answer” but that it was “* * * considering the circumstances, if 
any, under which such limited deintermixture may be appropriate * * *.” The 
Commission listed as the steps it had already taken to solve the existing prob- 
lems—(1) the relaxation of its multiple-ownership rules; (2) the announce- 
ment of the “satellite” policy; (3) the proposed 5-mile rule; (4) the proposed 
rule to authorize private microwaves. 

Senator Magnuson stated his reaction to the Commission report as follows: 
“Failure to advocate immediate remedial action * * * could soak the house- 
holder millions of dollars. .We can solve this thing without this expenditure, 
which I am sure everyone, FCC included, does not want to happen.” He further 
stated that he hoped that “FCC will move before it is too late to deintermix 
anything.” 

Shortly thereafter, the UHF-ICC announced the following 10-point formula 
in response to the statement of Senator Magnuson that the Senate Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee would refuse its investigation and study of 
the UHF problem: “(1) Deintermixture; (2) directional antennas; (3) power 
and antenna height adjustments; (4) mileage-separation reductions; (5) con- 
finement of TV stations to their own market; (6) common-carrier cable-cost 

reductions; (7) opportunity for competitive common-carrier service in the field 
of transmission of network programs to TV stations; (8) opportunity for TV 
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broadcasters to operate microwave relays for transmission of network and other 
programs; (9) receiving-set performance standardization and elimination of 
cost differentials for all-band sets; (10) grant of funds to FCC for extensive 
investigation into entire field of network programing.” 

In the early part of 1955 the Commission instituted rulemaking proceedings 
on the controversial question of subscription television. The Commission took 
no position on the numerous difficult matters involved but rather was limited 
to the listing of questions of fact, law, and public policy on which comments 
were requested. Arrayed on one side of the controversy are the proponents 
of individual subscription systems, Zenith, International Telemeter, and Skia- 
tron. On the other side are the opponents of subscription TV in any form, 
networks, movie interests, and entrenched VHF stations. While the contro- 
versy was raging, the NARTB directorship took a position opposing subscrip- 
tion TV and the management of that association issued public statements against 
introduction of subscription TV even on a trial basis. 

On April 28, 1955, the UHF-ICC, addressing itself to the NARTB’s position, 
issued a statement pointing out that subscription television may develop in a 
manner that will provide beneficial results to the public and the industry and 
condemning the NARTB prejudgment of the issue before proper study of the 
matter had been conducted. It was urged that the Commission should give 
subscription TV a full hearing and investigation. 

The foregoing developments in the early part of 1955 gave rise to renewed hope 
among UHF broadcasters that the FCC was now likely to be more favorably dis- 
posed toward effective remedial measures. Therefore, despite the previous turn- 
down of deintermixture a series of deintermixture proposals were refiled, and 
additional deintermixture proposals were filed, in the early spring and summer 
of 1955. These hopes were fanned into optimistic expectation on March 31, 1955, 
when the Commission reconsidered its previous denials of the requests for deinter- 
mixture of four cities and instituted rulemaking proceedings looking toward 
channel reassignments in those cities (Peoria, Evansville, Madison, and Hart- 
ford) so as to make those cities all UHF. The Commission in its orders called 
for extensive data with respect to enumerated matters which the Commission 
considered pertinent to its decision on the requested channel reassignments pro- 
ceedings. Oral argument was held by the Commission on June 27 and 28, 1955. 

On May 24, 1955, an address by Chairman George C. McConnaughey at the 
annual convention of the National Association of Radio and Television Broad- 
easters provided additional basis for encouragement to UHF operators. The 
FCC Chairman stated that the Commission had taken the following steps to 
meet the UHF problem : 

(1) We have recently put out rulemaking proposals looking to the possibility 
of deintermixture of UHF and VHF in certain cities.” 

* * * = * * ~ 


“(5) We have instituted a rulemaking proceeding which looks toward the 
setting of a 5-mile limit from the boundary of the city to be served where a 
television station may place its transmitter, with provision for exception upon a 
proper showing of public interest.” 

Because of the costs of travel to Washington no general meetings of the 
UHF-ICC were held from the time of the Potter hearings until the spring of 
1955. Several meetings of a working group were held in Washington during this 
period in connection with the developments described above.’ 

General meetings of the committee’s membership were held in Washington 
May 22-25, 1955. Topics on the committee agenda included methods of relieving 
UHF broadcasters of the heavy financial burden of meeting equipment obliga- 
tions, deintermixture, reduction of VHF power, antenna height and mileage 
separations, use of directional antennas, confinement of stations to their own 
markets, reduction of cable and microwave relay costs, and methods for obtaining 
network programs for UHF stations. 

As a result of the meeting a group was organized for the purpose of conducting 
negotiations with manufacturers looking toward relief measures for UHF opera- 
tors in serious financial distress. Additionally it was agreed that the UHF-ICC 
file a petition with the Commission urging the institution of general allocation 
rulemaking proceedings, the prompt resolution of pending deintermixture pro- 
posals, and the deferment, in the interim, of VHF grants which would aggravate 


2 The travel and other costs of attendance at these meetings were at all times borne. by 
pa 


the individuals themselves and at _no time has any partic 


ting member requested or 
received a penny in reimbursement of such costs. 
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intermixture. On June 21, 1955, a group of members of the UHF-ICC met with 
the Commission for the purpose of urging early action on the proposals in the 
UHF-ICC petition. The petition was filed on the same day. 

It was specifically requested in this petition that the Commission— 

(1) Immediately institute rulemaking proceedings looking toward the 
amendment of its rules so as to authorize on a case-by-case basis, upon 
consideration of individual applications therefor, the assignment of VHF 
stations at reduced mileage sepaartions upon a showing that the public 
interest will be served thereby. More particularly, it is requested that 
stations be authorized in the VHF portion of the spectrum at reduced sep- 
arations where it can be established: (a) That the utilization of direc- 
tional antennas or low power in the proposed operation would not result 
in more interference than would be caused at the heights, powers, and 
separations presently authorized under the Commission’s rules and regu- 
lations; or (b) that if interference will be caused the need for the proposed 
service outweighs the need for the service which will be lost by reason 
of such interference. 

(2) Withhold, for at least 90 days, the grant of authorizations and 
modifications of authorizations of television facilities in every case where 
such authorizations will result in aggravation of intermixture of UHF and 
VHF stations. 

(3) During the 90-day period, resolve pending proposals for deinter- 
mixture. 

During the early summer, congressional hearings were held upon a Dill 
recommended by the Commission which would modify the recently enacted 
protest provisions of the Communications Act so that, among other things, the 
Commission could permit a protested grant of a new service to become operative 
and effective even though the Commission determined that a hearing on such 
grant was required. The UHF-ICC appeared by its counsel before both the 
House and Senate Committees on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and sup- 
ported those features of the bill which would give the Commission greater 
discretion in determining whether a hearing should be held on particular protests 
but urged the retention of the existing automatic-stay provisions of the law 
or a revision which would permit a protested grant to become effective pending 
a hearing only where the public interest compellingly or imperatively required 
institution of service. The reasons urged against the Commission-sponsored 
proposal were that the present mandatery-stay requirements of the protest pro- 
visions are most essential to protect the rights of UHF operators who are 
entitled to a hearing upon Commission VHF grants which result in market- 
straddling, further encroachment on UHF service areas, and monopolistic con- 
centration making it even more difficult for UHF stations to compete with 
VHF stations. It was pointed out that if such a VHF grant protested by a 
UHF station could be made effective and operative by the Commission during 
the period that a required hearing was being held, the hearing would be a 
virtual futility since the UHF station would be suffering the very injury which 
caused it to protest and there would be little or no reason for the UHF station 
to proceed with the hearing, at the great expense involved, under such condi- 
tions. The bill, with certain revisions, passed the House but failed to pass the 
Senate before the summer congressional adjournment, although it was reported 
out favorably by the Senate committee. The bill will undoubtedly pass the 
Senate and become law very early in 1956 unless strong senatorial opposition, 
which is presently unlikely, should suddenly develop. 

It was during the hearings before the Senate committee on the protest amend- 
ment, that further cause was provided for optimism among the UHF operators 
when it became publicly known that the Commission had decided on a policy 
of making no VHF grants in cases where deintermixture proposals were pené- 
ing. During the testimony of Chairman McConnaughey, inquiry was made as 
to whether the Commission was making VHF grants where deintermixture pro- 
posals were involved, The testimony was as follows: 

“Senator Porrer. But are most of these protests on new grants or extension 
of facilities? 

“Commissioner DorRFER. Mostly new grants. a 

“Mr. McConNAuGHEY. Not all of them, but most of them. 

“Senator Pastore. How about in the deintermixture; is that still going on? 

“Commissioner DoERFER. Yes. 

“Senator Pastore. Has any policy been promulgated by the Commission as 
to whether or not it should continue in the public interest? 
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“Commissioner Dorrrer. We just heard 2 days of oral argument last week. 

“Senator Pastore. Are you granting intermixtures in the meantime? 

“Mr. McCoNNAUGHEY. Under the sixth report, they are; yes, sir. 

“Senator Pastore. Aren’t we muddying up this soup a little more? 

“Mr. McCoNNAUGHEY. We have held up the grants in these cases which have 
been filed. 

“Senator PAsTorRE. Everybody seems to be of accord here that one of the big 
problems is intermixture, and yet we go on doing it. At the same time we are 
investigating it to reach a decision as to whether or not it is good policy to have it. 

“Mr. McConNAUGHEY. We have not gone on. We have held them up. In 
these cases you are acquainted with we have held them up and not issued any 
grants at all, pending the outcome of the intermixture question” (hearing before 
a subcommittee of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, United 
States Senate, 84th Cong., Ist sess., on S. 1648, pp. 43-44). 

Throughout the summer, no action was taken on the pending deintermixutre 
proposals or the June 21 petition of the UHF-ICC. Nor was any other signifi- 
eant action taken by the FCC until July 20, 1955. On that date, by a vote of 
only three Commissioners,’ the Commission adopted a report and order amending 
its rules, as requested about a year before by a VHF station in Buffalo, N. Y., 
to authorize VHF stations in zone 1 to operate with increased power over that 
previously permitted. This development was so shocking that a petition was 
filed in behalf of the UHF-ICC characterizing this action as literally “incredi- 
ble.” It was asserted that it was inconceivable, at this crucial period while 
the Commission had under consideration measures and proposals designed to 
eliminate or minimize intermixture to make it easier for UHF stations to com- 
pete with VHF stations, that the Commission could in good conscience take 
an action which on its face was designed to aggravate intermixture, result in 
further monopolistic concentration of VHF stations and cause further irrepa- 
rable injury to the operation of UHF stations. It was urged that rather than 
increase the power of VHF stations it would seem compelling that the existing 
superpowers should be reduced. 

Because of this and other objections, the Commission later postponed the 
effectiveness of this rule change four times. Following the action of July 20, 
1955, authorizing VHF station power increases in zone 1, no Commission meet- 
ings were held from July 27 to August 31 and during this period only routine 
matters were acted upon. A glimmer of interest in the UHF problem and 
possible future activity was indicated during the month of September. In non- 
public statements which were nevertheless reported in the trade press, several 
Commissioners allegedly expressed the need for remedial action. Thus, individ- 
ual Commissioners were reported to be in favor of less rigid separation stand- 
ards and the obtaining of more VHF channels from the military. In an internal 
confidential memorandum which was published in Broadcasting-Telecasting 
magazine, Commissioner Doerfer, who later opposed deintermixture in an official 
public opinion, reportedly urged deintermixture of the major markets such as 
New York City by the assignment of only UHF channels to these communities. 
The press characterized this position as having been advanced by Commissioner 
Doerfer with “tongue in cheek.” 

Funds for a network investigation were appropriated to the Commission by 
Congress in the budget for the fiscal year 1955-56. This investigation was slow 
in getting underway. On September 22, 1955, the Commission announced the 
appointment of a staff director of the investigation and additional staff assign- 
ments were made later in the fall. The Commission announced on November 
22, 1955, that the network study would concern itself with “* * * the broad 
question whether the present structure, composition, and operation of radio and 
television networks and their relationship with their affiliates and other com- 
ponents of the industry, tend to foster or impede the maintenance and growth 
of a nationwide competitive television broadcasting industry.” No announce- 
ment has been made by the Commission as to the procedure to be followed in the 
network investigation, namely, whether public hearings are to be held, whether 
the views of, or information from, individual station operators will be sought, 
or whether field investigation will be conducted as a means of obtaining perti- 
nent information. 

In early October, the Commission held meetings to consider the television 
problem. Shortly thereafter, reports were rampant in the trade press and in- 





® Of the other 4 Commissioners, 1 dissented, 1 refrained from voting, and the remaining 
2 were absent. 
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dustry circles that the Commission had met in private and secret sessions with 
some segments of the industry to discuss the UHF problem. It was reported that 
CBS had privately presented its own allocation plan to the Commission, which 
would reject all but two deintermixture proposals, and that the Commission had 
also had closed sessions with NBC and ABC to discuss the same problem. It was 
further reported that following those meetings, a majority of the Commission 
had decided to vote against all deintermixture requests. ; 

Alarmed at this development, many UHF operators expressed concern that 
the rumored action would have devastating results to the entire UHF cause, 
unless prompt steps were taken. On October 10, 1955, the chairman of the 
UHF-ICC sent a telegram to each Commissioner stating in part that: 

“In all justice any critical decision which may further aggravate the plight 
of those who are most vitally concerned ought not be taken without equal oppor- 
tunity to them to be heard. * * * We believe that the proper manner in which 
the substantive questions should be considered is by open hearing and argu- 
ment. * * *” 

Further, it was requested that the Commission meet with UHF operators to 
hear their views. That request was granted and on October 13, 1955, 45 UHF 
permittees and operators who came to Washington from all over the country for 
the meeting with the Commission met to decide on a course of action in the light 
of the recent developments. A statement was prepared for presentation to the 
Commission and on the following day, in meeting with the Commission, the 
chairman of the UHF-ICC reiterated “that it would be a serious blow to a 
nationwide allocation plan and grossly unfair to the UHF operators * * * if 
without further proceedings, any direct or indirect action is taken which would, 
in practical effect, make future deintermixture or any effective alternate remedies 
difficult or impossible.’? Further, it was stated that “All views on these grave 
problems should be made by formal, public proceedings in order that other inter- 
ested parties may fairly address themselves to those recommendations. It is only 
in this way that problems that are most critical to the survival of many tele- 
vision stations throughout the country can be fairly resolved.” 

On October 17, 1955, pursuant to the action taken at a general meeting of the 
membership following the meeting with the Commission, the UHF-ICC filed a 
further petition with the Commission urging withholding of action on VHF grants 
pending determination of general rulemaking proceedings having the objective 
of a nationwide competitive television service. In that petition the UHF-ICC 
stated that: . 

“It is clear that the only sound way in which the Commission can properly 
resolve these questions is to institute broad rulemaking proceedings in the light of 
the many pending proposals for the solution of the problem, including not only 
the deintermixture proposals but the other various alternative and complemen- 
tary proposals. Accordingly, it is requested that the Commission immediately 
institute such broad rulemaking proceedings setting forth its views and pro- 
posals in the light of the foregoing. Pending disposition of those proceedings, it 
is requested that the Commission take no action by way of granting authorizations 
and modifications of authorizations where the effect of such action would worsen 
or aggravate intermixture of UHF and VHF stations, and thereby render moot 
the many pending petitions for deintermixture.” 

The optimism among UHF operators engendered by the encouraging public 
pronouncements of the Commission in the spring and summer of 1955 was com- 
pletely shattered by the about-face developments of the next few weeks. Initially, 
no specific actions were formally announced publicly by the FCC but discourag- 
ing reports of unannounced Commission votes and actions appeared in the trade 
press. Thus, it was reported that on November 2, 1955, the Commission voted 
on the deintermixture proposals in Commissioner Bartley’s absence, and had 
decided by a vote of 4 to 2, Commissioners Hyde and Webster dissenting, to deny 
all deintermixture petitions but at the same time to drop VHF channel 10 into 
Vail Mills, a locality having a population of approximately 250 persons. However, 
according to reports, Commissioner Bartley who, at the time the matter was called 
up for a vote, was away from Washington, insisted that action be withheld until 
he could have an opportunity to be present and participate. It was next reported 
that a special meeting with all Commissioners present was called for Saturday, 
November 5, but action was deferred until Commissioner Mack (who had not 
yet been appointed to the Commission at the time oral arguments had been held) 
could familiarize himself with the record in the deintermixture proceedings. 
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On November 10 the Commission formally announced a series of actions which 
blacked out the last vestige ef hope for early Commission remedial action assist- 
ing the UHF cause. Those actions were as follows: 

1. In a 5-to-2 decision, with Commissioners Hyde and Bartley dissenting, 
the Commission denied the requests for deintermixture in the pending rule- 
making proceedings in Peoria, Evansville, Madison, and Hartford and sum- 
nrarily denied 30 other pending petitions for deintermixture and other relief. 

2. In a 4-to-3 vote, with Commissioners Hyde, Bartley, and Webster dis- 
senting, the Commissioned dropped in channel 10 in Vail Mills, N. Y. 

3. By unanimous vote the Commission instituted overall rulemaking pro- 
ceedings requesting comments and data to serve as the basis for further rule- 
making proceedings. 

In addition, during the same week that the foregoing actions were taken, 
in the words of Television Digest, “Another UHF hope, along with deintermix- 
ture, was dashed,” by the Commission’s rejection of the 5-mile rule which it had 
previously proposed to adopt as one of the measures to assist UHF. 

It was made perfectly clear in the decisions released on November 10, 1955, 
that the purpose of these actions was to unleash actions making grants of VHF 
applications on which the Commission had previously committed itself to with- 
hold action until the problem of deintermixture had been disposed of on its 
merits. Accordingly, shortly after November 10, numerous efforts were made by 
UHF stations to prevent such precipitous Commission action. UHF stations filed 
petitions with the Commission asking leave to intervene in the VHF contested 
proceedings, to withhold action on the grant of the applications pending resolu- 
tion of the rulemaking proceedings, and to consolidate the rulemaking and 
application proceedings. At the court level, two UHF stations petitioned for 
review of the channel 10 drop-in in Vail Mills and asked the court to stay the 
effectiveness of that order. On December 9, the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia granted that request and stayed the effectiveness of 
the drop-in of channel 10 to Vail Mills. 

The Commission, nevertheless, soon proceeded to make final VHF grants in 
Corpus Christi, Madison, and Evansville. UHF stations in those cities promptly 
appealed those actions and requested the court to stay those grants. Decisions 
by the court on the requests for stays will very likely be made during the week 
of January 9, 1956. These decisions will have a profound effect upon the entire 
UHF problem. Depending upon which way these decisions go, many UHF sta- 
tions still in operation may survive until the Commission’s general rulemaking 
proceedings are concluded, or may succumb under the competition of the addi- 
tional VHF operations which will commence throughout the country. 

On November 18, 1955, the UH-ICC filed a petition to set aside the Commis- 
sions’s report authorizing higher power for VHF stations in zone 1 pointing out 
that in view of its action instituting rulemaking proceedings, it would now be 
most arbitrary to permit that proposal to become effective. The Commission, 
on November 30, 1955, vacated that report, but in doing so appended an exception 
the effect of which would permit a single station, in the entire country, namely 
the VHF station in Buffalo, N. Y., which originally urged the power increase, 
to increase power above the maximum. The UHF-ICC thereupon filed a peti- 
tion with the Commission, which is still pending, in which it attacked that excep- 
tion as arbitrary and discriminatory. 

On December 14, 1955, the Commission consolidated in the pending general 
rulemaking proceedings, the UHF-ICC’s petitions of June 21, 1955, and October 
17, 1955, except for those portions of such petitions which requested withholding 
of action on VHF grants which would aggravate intermixture. 

The UHF-ICC filed its comments in reply to the Commission’s notice of pro- 
posed rulemaking. The UHF-ICC reiterated the views previously expressed and 
urged upon the Commission, stating that events since the Potter committee hear- 
ings have vindicated its judgment. Since the Commission has, however, stead- 
fastly refused to entertain proposals for the assignment of all television stations 
to the UHF portion of the spectrum only, the UHF-ICC advanced other and 
alternative proposals in the hope that the Commission might take some action 
to correct and alleviate existing a in the breadeast television service. 
Three specific actions were recommen 2 

(1) Forthwith resolve pending proposals looking toward the elimination 
of intermixture of UHF and VHF television assignments, by severing the 
question of selective deintermixture from the overall proceedings: Imme- 
diately grant the requests for deintermixture which have been the subject of 
rulemaking proceedings and immediately institute separate proceedings on 
the remaining deintermixture requests. 
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(2) The assignment of television stations at lower separations than those 
presently provided by the Commission’s rules in order to provide additional 
facilities for the establishment of multiple local outlets and services. One 
factor which is absolutely critical to the implementation of the foregoing 
proposal in the public interest is the assignment of such additional stations 
in the VHF spectrum only where such additional assignments would not 
adversely affect the operation of any UHF station. 

(3) The adoption of the single market concept and the confinement of 
stations to their own community by the revision of the existing rules so as 
to permit the utilization of maximum power only on a special affirmative 
showing that the public interest will be served thereby: It was recommended 
that the Commission revise its rules to limit the permissive range of maxi- 
mum power to 50 kilowatts for channels 2 to 6, and 100 kilowatts for 
channels 7 to 13, and that authorizations for operation with power in excess 
of the foregoing but not more than 100 kilowatts for channels 2 to 6 and 316 
kilowatts for channels 7 to 13 not be granted unless it can be shown that 
television service to specific areas would not otherwise be available from 
any station operating with the maximum power. 

Approximately 200 comments were filed. The most significant fact to emerge 
from the filings is the virtually complete unanimity of opinion shown in support 
of sweeping revisions of the allocations rules and standards. In addition, power- 
ful support was won for some of the basic principles for which the UHF-ICC has 
been contending since its inception. Thus, for example, General Hlectrie urged 
the consideration of an all-UHF system: RCA and NBC gave support to deinter- 
mixture. It urged that careful consideration be given to reduced separations 
by use of directional antennas, low power, etc. The only major broadcast interest 
which refused to lend any significant support to deintermixture was CBS which, 
ironically, not only conceived the term “deintermixture,” but warmly embraced 
it as a solution during the Potter hearings. 

Reply comments are due to be filed on January 20, 1956. The nature of the 
reply comments which will be filed by the UHF-—ICC will be determined upon 
completion of the study of the multitude of initial comments which havé already 
been filed. 

The most recent action of the UHF-ICO related to the matter of extension of 
outstanding UHF permits. During the year 1955, the Commission made it known 
that its existing liberal policy of extending UHF permits would be reconsidered 
in early January of 1956. On December 23, 1955, in an effort to assist UHF 
permittees who, although not in operation, desired to continue to retain their 
permits, the UHF-ICC filed a petition with the Commission urging the Commis- 
sion to continue the previous liberal policy until the determination of the 
pending allocation rulemaking proceedings. At this writing, no action had been 
taken by the Commission upon this petition. 

No congressional hearings have been held with respect to the critical DHF 
problem since the spring of 1954 when the Potter hearings were held. Subse- 
quent to the issuance of the reports of the majority and minority counsel of the 
Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee in the early part of 1955 
a number of public statements emanated from that committee indicating that 
the UHF problem would be further investigated by the Committee. Because of 
the resignation of counsel, new counsel was appointed in the early spring, who 
remained for a few months only. After this post had been vacant several 
months, it was recently filled by a new appointment. Throughout the year, it was 
made known that certain investigatiotis were being made by the committee 
staff and that hearings would be held. However no hearings were held and no 

further tangible recommendations or actions were forthcoming from the com- 
mittee throughout the balance of the year 1955 except that during the summer 
the Senate committee organized an ad hoc engineering committee to study 
possible technical solutions to the existing serious television allocation situation. 
No recommendations or actions have been forthcoming from this ad hoc com- 
mittee and there have been no reports as to its activities. 

Upon the return of Congress in the early part of 1956, it was indicated that 
hearings would definitely be begun by the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce on January 17, 1956, at which the FCC Commissioners 
would be called and questioned concerning the entire television allocation situa- 
tion with particular reference to the seriousness of the UHF problem and the 
failure of the Commission to take any remedial action.“ It is understood that 





4 Because of the sudden death, on January 14, 1956, of the chief counsel to the Senate 
committee, the hearings have been postponed to January 26, 1956. 
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individual UHF operators will be afforded the opportunity to appear before 
the committee at a later time. It is, of course, the intention of the UHF Indus- 
try Coordinating Committee to appear in these hearings through its officers or 
counsel, as well as such UHF broadcasters who are interested in testifying, to 
make as vigorous a presentation as is possible in behalf of UHF operators 
throughout the country, and to urge prompt action revising the present tele- 
vision allocation plan so that nationwide competitive television service by means 
of equal competitive facilities for television broadcasters will be made possible. 


Mr. MacInryre. Mr. Chairman, I also offer for the record a state- 
ment of John G. Johnson, Chairman UHF-Industry Coordinating 
Committee. You will recall that Mr. Johnson previously appeared 
before this committee as a witness on March 21, 1956. The statement 
I now offer supplements his earlier testimony. 


Mr. Evins. The statement will be received for the record at this 
point. 


(The statement of Mr. Johnson referred to and the attachment 


thereto in the form of a statement of Harold H. Thoms, are as 
follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN G, JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN, UHF-INpustTRY COORDINATING 
CoMMITTEE 


My name is John G. Johnson. I am one of the owners and general managers 
of WTOB-TV, which operates on UHF channel 26 at Winston-Salem, N. C. 
This station has been in operation since September 1953. I am presently serv- 
ing as chairman of the Ultra High Frequency Coordinating Committee (UHF-— 
ICC)- which office I took on March 1, 1956. Mr. Harold H. Thoms, owner of 
WISE-TV (UHF channel 62), Asheville, N. C., previously served as Chairman 
of the UHF-ICC since its inception in the spring of 1954. 

This statement has been prepared in order that this committee may have 
before it, for consideration and appropriate action, full information with 
respect to developments in the field of television which have seriously and ad- 
versely affected the public interest and the licensees and operators of UHF 
broadcast stations. 

In April 1952 the Federal Communications Commission adopted its Sixth 
Report and Order which promulgated a nationwide table of television assign- 
ments and rules and standards to govern the television broadcast service. It 
was apparent that the 12 VHF channels allocated to commercial television 
would not be adequate for a competitive nationwide system of television broad- 
easting. Accordingly the plan adopted by the Commission in its Sixth Report 
and Order provided for 70 additional television channels in the UHF part of 
the spectrum. 

It was expressly recognized by the Commission that the realization of its 
objectives for the establishment of a nationwide competitive television service 
were dependent upon the full utilization of the UHF spectrum with stations 
operating in that band constituting an integral part of the television service. 
It was apparent, however, almost immediately following the adoption of the 
Sixth Report and Order that the stated objectives were doomed to certain 
failure because of gross competitive disparities between stations operating in 
the VHF and UHF portions of the spectrum. 

In May and June of 1954 the Communications Subcommittee of the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee held hearings on “the status and 
development of UHF channels in the United States.” Voluminous testimony 
was presented by the UHF—ICO through its Chairman, vice chairman, legal 
counsel, economic counsel, and members. Two years later the UHF-ICC ap- 
peared before the full committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce with 
respect to the same subject matter, and again it presented information con- 
cerning the situation confronting the UHF broadcast stations, The events 
of the 4-year period following the promulgation of the Sixth Report and Order 
which adopted the present allocation plan have been set out in the statement 
before the Senate committee of Harold H. Thoms, then Chairman of the UHF-— 
Icc. That statement together with a detailed history of this period is attached 
to my statement. In the period that has elapsed since the preparation of that 
statement and report significant developments have taken place which this 
committee should have before it in the consideration of the problem. 
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On June 25, 1956, the Federal Communications Commission issued a report 
and order in which it took a number of actions with respect to the UHF prob- 
lem. The Commission stated that it was considering the adoption of a “long 
range” program and the adoption of “interim measures.’ As part of its long- 
range program the Commission stated that it would undertake a searching 
analysis of the problems involved in the expansion of the television service 
by the exclusive use of the UHF band throughout or in a major portion of the 
United States. The “interim measures” proposed by the Commission consist 
of proposals to institute rulemaking to “deintermix” 13 named communities 
by the elimination of VHF channels in some markets to create improved oppor- 
tunities for UHF broadcasting and in other markets the assignment of addi- 
tional UHF channels. 

It is not possible at this time to make a final evaluation of the full import of 
the recent actions taken by the Commission. However, certain preliminary judg- 
ments can be made at this time. Since the problems and difficulties to which the 
Commission is now addressing itself have such a serious and adverse effect on 
the public interest and television broadcasters, and since the situation is rapidly 
worsening, Commission remedial action, in order to be effective, must be taken 
promptly. It does not appear, therefore, as the Commission has suggested, that 
final disposition of its long-range program would require a period of years. 
Rather the studies and investigations contemplated by the Commission should 
proceed as expeditiously as possible in order to make possible a final decision 
in the near future. 

The effectiveness of the Commission’s interim measures will depend on a 
number of factors. First, the Commission has proposed “deintermixture” in 
only 13 communities. Clearly similar action in many other communities must 
be undertaken if the interim measures are to have any nationwide impact. 
Second, the Commission must proceed with the greatest possible expedition to 
take final action on these outstanding proposals as are initiated. Third, during 
the pendency of such interim measures for deintermixing particular communities, 
the Commission should immediately suspend all further adjudicatory proceedings 
looking toward the issuance of authorizations for the operation of VHF channels 
now involved in rulemaking deintermixture proceedings. 


STATEMENT OF Harotp H. THoms, CHAIRMAN, UHF Inpustry CoorpINATING 
COMMITTEE, BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
UNITED STATES SENATE, FEBRUARY 27, 1956 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am president of WISE and 
WISE-TV, a UHF station in Asheville, N. C. 

I have served as chairman of the UHF Industry Coordinating Committee since 
the time it was organized in March of 1954. This is my second appearance be- 
fore several of the gentlemen of this committee with respect to the UHF problem. 
I first appeared before you in May of 1954 in the hearings held by the subcom- 
mittee of this committee under the chairmanship of Senator Potter. 

At the outset I would like to bring the record up to date. When I appeared 
before Senator Potter’s subcommittee, almost 2 years ago, I was questioned at 
that time concerning my holdings in UHF television. I then stated that my 
television interests were confined to the UHF and that I held interests in 
stations WISE-TV, Asheville, N. C., WAYS-—-TV, Charlotte, N. C.. WIT'SK-TV, 
Knoxville, Tenn., ang WCOG, which held a construction permit for a UHF station 
in Greensboro, N. C. In order that I may bring the record up to date, I would 
now like to report that my television interests are still confined to the UHF. 
However, my holdings in UHF television have radically altered since I last ap- 
peared before you. In September of 1954, I surrendered the construction permit 
for WCOG and returned it to the Commission. In December 1954, station WAYS— 
TV was sold for the price of $4—and in March of 1955 the station ceased opera- 
tion and went off the air. In July 1954, station WIT'SK-TV was sold for $1. My 
holdings in television are, therefore, limited at this time to VHF station WISE— 
TV in Asheville. oe 

So much for my personal UHF history. I would also like at this time to bring 
the record up to date in other respects. When the UHF Industry Coordinating 
Committee appeared before your subcommittee almost 2 years ago, testimony 
was presented through a number of witnesses representing operating UHF 
television stations. Many of the stations represented by witnesses who ap- 
peared before your committee 2 years ago are no longer in operation. The list of 
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stations which have been compelled to cease operation since that time is, of 
course, much longer. The record should show that at the time of the hearings 
before your subcommittee, 10 stations, which had commenced operation, had 
been compelled to cease their operations and go off the air. At that time, 54 
permits for construction had been relinquished and turned back to the Commis- 
sion. The record should further show that, as of this morning, a total of 56 
stations have been compelled to cease operation and go off the air and 109 per- 
mits for construction have been relinquished and turned back to the Commis- 
sion. 

When we came before your subcommittee almost 2 years ago, we then predicted 
that unless effective remedial action was promptly taken we were faced with 
the grave danger that this Nation’s television-broadcast industry would be re- 
duced to a small hard core of superpower, multiple-market VHF stations provid- 
ing a limited number of local outlets and services. It was clear at that time that, 
unless effective and remedial action were taken, the existing allocation table 
and the rules would limit the television industry to the hands of a few with a 
concentration of monopolistic control rather than a television-broadeast industry 
with a large number of stations owned and operated by many, providing a mul- 
tiplicity of outlets and services. These grave dangers and the consequent dis- 
service to the public interests were established by numerous witnesses, extended 
testimony, and exhibits. The problem and our recommendations were sum- 
marized in the testimony presented in behalf of the UDHF-ICC. The position that 
was stated at that time is our position today. In the interest of brevity, I will 
merely restate the summary of our position. 

“First, the paramount consideration of public interest which should be recog- 
nized by the Senate subcommittee and the Commission is that the American pub- 
lic has a vital stake in the preservation of existing television stations as a com- 
petitive force in the industry. 

“This consideration is based upon the basic governmental determination 
which is implicit and explicit in the nationwide television allocation report 
and plan that the existing VHF channels are inadequate to assure the attain- 
ment of a truly nationwide competitive television service. Pertinent to this 
general public interest factor are the great financial and economic stakes of 
UHF broadcasters, UHF station personnel, and television dealers, distributors, 
servicemen, and manufacturers. 

“Second, bitter experience has now proved that intermixture of UHF and VHF 
channels in the same market was based upon a misguided, though sincere, faith 
in the ability of UHF stations to achieve competitive equality of opportunity 
with VHF stations in the same service areas. 

“Therefore, administrative proceedings should immediately be instituted to 
explore methods of reallocation or reassignment of channels in such a manner 
that such equality of competitive opportunity is more readily available. Such 
plan should, of course, seek to safeguard against serious dislocation of public 
and industry investments in television. 

“Third, so that the problem of survival of a competitive television system 
will not have been rendered academic by the extinction of all UHF broadcasters 
in intermixed areas, and in order to avoid complicating a solution to the inter- 
mixture problem, pending completion of such proceedings, there should be an 
immediate suspension of any further grants of applications for new television 
permits and for changes in existing television authorizations affecting cover- 
age.” 

It was our hope then, and indeed there was every reason to believe, even 
though reallocation proceedings by the Commission might consume a considerable 
period of time, that the mere institution of such proceedings by the Commission, 
with a sincere purpose in carrying them through to a decision on the merits, 
would in and of itself be a shot-in-the-arm for UHF operators. For if this had 
been done the whole climate and attitude in the industry with respect to UHF 
would long ago have improved. That was just short of 2 years ago. Today, 
although searcely a soul has questioned the crying need for the prompt insti- 
tution and resolution of such administrative proceedings, we are actually no 
farther along this path than we were when I sat before Senator Potter’s sub- 
committee 2 years ago. I say this notwithstanding the fact that the Commis- 
sion purported to open up rulemaking proceedings recently when it threw out 
some 30 deintermixture petitions. And the reason I say this is because although 
a minimum of a 2-year study period has been available to the Commission, 
which has the principal responsibility and the expertise to solve this problem— 
that agency has yet to come forward with a proposal of its own. 
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But, as I will soon show, the record of the past 2 years is one of shameful 
neglect of the problem, of building up hopes and expectations that solutions 
would soon be forthcoming, only to have every single such hope dashed to the 
ground when the chips were down. Your committee, which has been standing 
on the sidelines during these 2 years, also with the expectation that something 
definite would be forthcoming from the Commission, has been treated to the 
spectacle of a Government agency (which it likes to call one of its arms) 
repeatedly “marching up the hill and then marching right down again.” We 
have heard solemn proclamations from Congress and from the Commission, 
that the UHF problems simply must be solved, but beyond these hortatory 
gestures, something tangible has yet to be produced. 

The inaction of the past 2 years cannot be excused on the ground of lack 
of definitive recommendations. UHF operators en masse came before the 
Potter subcommittee 2 years ago and urged prompt consideration of the feaSi- 
bility of a long-range transition of television into the UHF band, under a 
program which would protect against serious public and industry dislocations. 
This plan was branded as too radical, despite the fact that even the former 
majority counsel of this committee could find no better reason against the 
plan than the utterly farfetched one that some members of the public would 
still be paying installments on their present VHF sets 5 years from now. Be 
that as it may, UHF operators bowed to the resistance to consideration of an 
all-UHF plan. When such highly respected persons as the president of CBS 
came before Senator Potter’s subcommittee to urge consideration of selective 
“deintermixture,” we came back to you before public hearings had been com- 
pleted and said to you: 

“We believe, however, that in the final analysis, Dr. Stanton’s presentation 
was most forthright in that he recognized that a grave problem exists which 
can only be met by serious consideration of reallocation measures. We cer- 
tainly accept his premise that reallocation is the proper method by which to 
achieve nationwide competitive service. We have felt and feel that this premise 
must lead logically to a single spectrum system because the availabilities in 
VHF are so limited that UHF alone can bring about the equal opportunity to 
compete for the maximum possible public service. But we, nevertheless, endorse 
Dr. Stanton’s recommendation of a study to determine whether any feasible 
deintermixture plan can accomplish the necessary goal of a truly nationwide 
competitive system provided that such study is speedily accomplished so that 
it may promptly be determined whethér it will or will not*be necessary to go 
to a single spectrum system in order to provide a truly nationwide system 
providing equal competitive opportunity to broadcasters.” 

As will be further shown, there have been other proposals and recommenda- 
tions which were urged upon the Commission throughout this 2-year period with 
the same result—inaction. 

When we completed our presentation to Senator Potter's subcommittee, we 
believed that there was a very good likelihood that effective action would be 
taken to avoid a grave threat to the public interest. And we were not alone in 
that view. For example, the trade press reported in May of 1954 that “so im- 
pressed were Senate Communications Subcommittee members by the pleas of 
UHF operators for urgent action to alleviate their plight that as of now they 
seemed inclined to use strong measures—possibly drastic enough to cut across 
the whole fabric of the TV structure.” We now know, of course, that the hopes 
und expectations that were engendered at that time were wishful thinking. 

From time to time, UHF operators have been given reason to hope that reme- 
dial measures would soon be forthcoming. But the fact is that the whole suc- 
cession of events amounts to nothing more than repeated disappointments and 
failures to act. A report of that history was prepared by the Ultra High Fre- 
quency Industry Coordinating Committee. I have attached it to my statement 
and I ask that it be made a part of this record. A careful effort was made to 
make this report purely factual. I am sure you will find that the mere recitation 
of the factual history of the UHF problem attests more eloquently than any 
commentary or argument the disappointing record of past governmental inaction 
and the great necessity for prompt and effective relief. I will not now take your 
time by reading that history although I strongly urge-the members of this com- 
mittee to do so. I think it will be very helpful, however, to point out some of 
the salient matters in that history. 

One of the salient features of this past history is the deintermixture story. 
It is to this committee's credit that the desirabiliy of considering selective de- 
intermixture was urged upon the Commission in the report of its former majority 
counsel. Deintermixture had received considerable attention during the course 
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of the past hearings. Deintermixture makes obvious good sense and clearly 
serves the public interest. Shortly after the conclusion of the subcommittee 
hearings a stream of petitions were filed by individual operators in particular 
markets seeking relief by deintermixtutre. Actually such .petitions were en- 
couraged because of assertions made by the Commission Chairman to this com- 
mittee, and other public statements, as well as assertions by the Commission 
itself. Today, a score of months later—after initial denials by the Commission, 
reconsideration, further rulemaking—the Commission has denied all deintermix- 
ture proposals. The Commission stated that the reason for the denials is that 
it is considering the problem as a part of the overall UHF problem, and that 
deintermixture is part of the nationwide problem. But no explanation has been 
given to this committee why it suddenly became a nationwide problem a couple 
of months ago. Indeed the only reason for the Commission’s consideration of 
deintermixture “on a selective basis” was that nationwide reallocation was con- 
sidered undesirable. 

It is hard to believe that there was any other reason for the Commission’s 
action than the desire to make VHF grants in areas affected by the pending 
deintermixture petitions, and to get around the commitment to this commitee 
that unil the deinermixure petitions were disposed of, such grants would be held 
up. In any event, the Commission’s position simply makes no sense. Deinter- 
mixture, by definition, is the assignment of VHF and UHF channels in selected 
areas. To assert that deintermixture in selected areas can only be considered 
on a nationwide basis is not merely unconvincing—it is silly. 

In the recent testimony before this committee by the Commissioners, you have 
been given a number of additional reasons why the majority felt it to be unde- 
sirable to grant the deintermixture petitions. One reason is the danger that rural 
areas will remain unserved if a VHF station is not authorized. I am informed 
that in at least two of the deintermixture situations turned down by the Commis- 
sion (Evansville and Hartford), it was undisputed that no area would be denied 
or lose service if the communities involved were made all UHF. Also, in the 
other situations turned down, all of the UHF operators involved were willing to 
commit themselves to increase their coverage by increasing power so as to 
remove any doubt that certain rural areas which would receive a first service 
from the VHF station in question would be assured of such service from the 
existing UHF stations. Moreover, as I will point out below, the claim of the 
need for superpower, supercoverage VHF stations in order to assure service to 
rurai viewers is the age-old argument always used by the clear-channel lobby and 
is one which has never been convincing to this committee. 

In a second significant, though somewhat less important, area, we have wit- 
nessed the same spectacle of the Commission marching up the hill and then right 
back again. In March of 1955, the Commission instituted rulemaking proceedings 
looking toward the amendment of its rules to limit the location of station antennas 
to within 5 miles of the principal city to be served unless strong public interest 
reasons to the contrary were shown by the applicant. In its report to this com- 
mittee, later in the month of March, the Commission pointed with pride to this 
proposal as a measure which would benefit UHF stations. In its notice, the 
Commission recognized that the mandate of the Communications Act for a fair, 
efficient, and equitable allocation plan required that such limitation be observed 
unless such reasons were clearly shown. The proposal did not purport to make 
the 5-mile limit a hard and fast rule, but only used a mileage limitation as a 
eonvenient yardstick. The rule, if adopted, would still have required a case-by- 
ease consideration. It would also have required that the applicant make an 
affirmative showing of facts or reasons why the public interest would be served 
by such a distant location. This is something which the Commission does not 
today require an applicant to show. That rule would have prevented applicants 
from moving their transmitters tremendous distances away from the home com- 
munity, without showing anything more than the technical engineering fact that 
from such distance, the home community would receive a bare minimum required 
signal. Almost simultaneously with its rejection of deintermixture the Commis- 
sion threw out the proposed 5-mile rule, stating it would consider distant loca- 
tions of transmitters on a case-to-case basis. 

The Commission’s case-by-case consideration of applications involving distant 
VHF transmitter moves has played a substantial part in the worsening of the 
UHF problem. Such moves are commonly referred to as “market-hopping” or 
“market straddling.” The Chairman of the Commission testified here the other 
day that it was “a correct statement” that the Commission has a policy of favor- 
ing the location of transmitter sites within some reasonable distance of the 
community to which it is allocated. He also said that it “sometimes is true” that 
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“the establishment of transmitter sites to remote locations restlts im describing 
the market so that the station which was allocated to city A ends in duplicating 
in part a station or channel allocated to city B.” But the fact is that despite 
the apparent recognition of the desirability of limiting stations to a reasonable 
distance from their own home communities, the Commission has nevertheless 
merely given lipservice to this proposition. For in its day-to-day actions it has 
regularly permitted the location of station antennas at far distant points from 
these communities, without concern for the fact that such moves aggravate inter- 
mixture and further jeopardize the existence of UHF stations. The fact is, as 
proven by actual results, that such moves have driven UHF stations out of exist- 
ence. Let me mention two known instances to date. UHF television station 
KCEB in Tulsa, Okla., was forced off the air and another permittee never con- 
structed as a result of the location of VHF station KTVX 23 miles from Mus- 
kogee, the community to which the channel was assigned, to a point closer to 
Tulso than to Muskogee. UHF station KNUZ-TV, Houston, Tex., was forced off 
the air chiefly because KGUL-TYV, a station assigned to Galveston, was permitted 
to locate its transmitter close enough to Houston to make it a Houston station 
for all practical purposes. Recently, with two Commissioners dissenting (Chair- 
man McConnaughey and Commissioner Lee), the Commission authorized a fur- 
ther transmitter move by this same Galveston station to a location even closer 
to Houston. 

There are now pending before the Commission other proceedings, on protests 
or objections from UHF stations, involving VHF transmitter moves. One case 
involves a pending move of a VHF station in Charleston, W. Va., to a point closer 
to UHF station WTAP in Parkersburg, W. Va. Another pending case involves 
a proposed move of an Enid, Okla., station to a point closer to Oklahoma City 
than to Enid, Okla. In another case, an examiner has issued an initial decision 
in which he actually found that a proposed move of a station assigned to Flint, 
Mich., to a point which would be closer to Saginaw than to Flint, would not 
only put UHF station WKNX-TYV in Saginaw out of business, but would also 
destroy a small-market VHF station located in Cadillac, Mich. Still another 
case is the celebrated Spartanburg case with which this committee is familiar. 
It is, of course, not known whether in any or all of these pending cases the Com- 
mission will see fit to authorize the proposed transmitter moves involved, but 
it is to be hoped that the Commission agrees with its Chairman that the Com- 
mission’s policy favors the location of transmitters within some reasonable dis- 
tance from the home community. 

In still another area, the Commission’s efforts in the direction of remedial 
measures which would benefit small-market stations, whether they be UHF or 
VHF, appear to have stalled. On September 15, 1954, 2 months after the hearings 
before your subcommittee, the Commission issued a notice of proposed rulemaking 
looking toward the authorization of private microwave intercity relay stations. 
That relief was urgently required, in view of the crushing burden of exorbitant 
eable costs required to be paid to the telephone company. It was apparent that 
such a rule change was necessary so that stations, and particularly stations in 
small markets, would be able to continue to exist. Seventeen months have elapsed, 
however, and that proposal still remains unacted upon by the Commission. The 
Commission has advised this committee, however, that it expects to have some 
action on this in the near future. To the credit of the Commission, it is true that 
the Commission has in recent months been liberal in authorizing television broad- 
casters to have their own private microwave relays, despite the strict require- 
ments of its present rules. But such a liberal policy is not an adequate substitute 
for a rule, upon which broadcasters can rely, which will better guarantee them 
aidan to obtain and continue to hold authorizations to operate their own 

cilities. 

So far I have been discussing the Commission’s failure to adopt amendments 
of its rules which might affirmatively benefit UHF stations. Let us look at the 
other side of the coin and examine measures which the Commissien has been 
willing to adopt but which would aggravate the serious plight of UHF stations 
me eats entrench large market VHF stations in a more favorable competitive 
position. 

From June of 1954 to July 1955, no action of any importance was taken by the 
Commission with respect to pending measures which would alleviate the UHF 
problems. By July 20, 1955, the 5 pilot deintermixture cases had been concluded, 
argument having been held on June 27 and 28. Those Cases as well as some 
25 other petitions for deintermixture were pending decision on July 20, 1955, 
when the Commission, by the bare vote of only 3 to 1, adopted a report and order 
amending its rules to authorize VHF stations in zone J to operate with greater 
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power than was previously permitted under its rules. As the UHF Industry 
Coordinating Committee stated in a formal petition, this was a shocking and in- 
credible action. The Commission later suspended the effectiveness of its rule, 
but it nevertheless wrote an exception into its existing rule which would permit 
only a single station in the entire country, station WBEN, Buffalo, owned by the 
Buffalo Evening News, to increase its power even beyond the existing superpower 
limits to which other stations were subject. The further significance of this 
action is that station WBEN pleaded for this exception upon the ground that 
it had voluntarily located its transmitter about 25 miles away from the city of 
Buffalo before the freeze with the hope that the Commission would later adopt 
rules permitting greater power and antenna heights than it did. As a result 
of having placed its transmitter so far away from Buffalo, it found that when 
a new VHF station was granted for Buffalo which located its transmitter within 
the city of Buffalo, the quality of its own signal in Buffalo suffered by com- 
parison. Therefore, it pleaded hardship on the ground that it had been dis- 
appointed in its hopes. The Commission bought this plea, and created for the 
benefit of WBEN-TV the sole exception in the entire northeast section of the 
country to the existing power and antenna height limits. 

I have attempted to cover only some of the salient facts and events which 
stand out in the history that has brought UHF to its present state. This 
record of inaction and adverse action was maintained and taken by the Com- 
mission in the face of repeated and insistent pleas for immediate effective action. 
Petition after petition was filed by individual UHF stations and by the UHF 
Industry Coordinating Committee asking that such action be taken. But these 
requests were either rebuffed or ignored. Included among these requests was 
the petition of the UHF Industry Coordinating Committee filed on June 21, 1955, 
which requested the immediate institution of.preceedings looking toward the 
amendment of the Commission’s rules to authorize the assignment of VHF sta- 
tions at reduced mileage separations upon a showing that the public interest 
would be served thereby. It was also requested that the Commission in the fol- 
lowing 90-day period resolve pending proposals looking toward the elimination 
of intermixture of television assignments, and that the Commission withhold 
for at least 90 days, the grants of authorizations and modifications in every 
case where such authorizations would result in the aggravation of intermixture 
of UHF and VHF stations. As has been pointed out above, the Commission 
ignored such requests, but was quite ready, 1 month later to take the action 
which I have described, increasing VHF station coverage in zone 1, with only 
4 Commissioners voting, and thereby actually creating a condition which could 
only further aggravate intermixture and make the plight of UHF stations even 
worse. 

Although no action was taken on the petitions of the UHF industry coordi- 
nating committee and others, it nevertheless appeared on the basis of the testi- 
mony by Chairman McConnaughey before your committee in connection with 
the revision of section 309 (c) that the Commission would withhold the grants 
of VHF stations in areas where there were pending proposals for deintermixture. 
But the fact is that although the Commission now says that such proposals 
have not been denied by the Commission on the merits, the Commission has 
proceeded to make VHF grants in such areas. I have the greatest difficulty in 
following the Commission’s explanations on this point. I would assume that if 
it was necessary and proper for the Commission to hold up those VHF grants, 
because of the pendency of the deintermixture petitions, at the time the Com- 
mission was urging enactment of section 309 (c), it was equally necessary and 
proper to do so when it decided in November to deny the deintermixture petitions 
without prejudice. Nor can I understand how the Commission, when it was 
urging enactment of the amendment of section 309 (c), could urge the sufferings 
of the public if a station were to be permitted to go on the air and then taken off, 
and not be equally concerned when it made the VHF grants in the face of its 
own recognition of the fact that later, if deintermixture were adopted, the public 
would have that service taken away. The Commission has said, however, that 
in such a case the public would not lose, because the VHF grantee would then 
get a UHF channel. But the Commission conveniently ignores its own argument 
that one reason for making the VHF grant was to reach areas which the UHF 
stations would not reach. If that is true, then how can the Commission say 
that if deintermixture is later ordered, that part of the public will not suffer, just 
as in its section 309 (c) argument? 

There is a bitter irony in the situation in which we find ourselves today in the 
television field. We have had experience in the AM and FM field which should 
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have steered television away from the same pitfalls. Unfortunately, the lesson 
taught by history has not been learned. 

The members of this important Senate committee have traditionally been cog- 
nizant of the dangers of superpower, supermarket stations in the field of radio, 
and have frequently openly expressed their abhorrence of a radio broadcast 
system based on such a monopolistic concept. On June 13, 1938, when determined 
efforts were being made by clear-channel stations to obtain greater power and 
coverage, the Senate passed a resolution opposing the operation of AM stations 
with power in excess of 50 kilowatts. (S. Res. 294, 75th Cong., 3d sess., vol. 83, 
Congressional Record, pt. 8, p. 843.) Ten years later, when the danger; of in- 
creased power for clear-channel stations again became acute in connection with 
the Commission’s pending rulemaking proceedings, a bill was introduced by 
Senator Ed Johnson in the 80th Congress to limit the power of AM stations to 50 
kilowatts and to open the way to duplication of clear channels (S. 2231, 80th 
Cong., 2d sess.). Extensive hearings were held by this committee on that bill. 
Prior to the commencement of those hearings, as Senator Magnuson will recall, 
this committee, which was then under the chairmanship of Senator Wallace 
White and the acting chairmanship of Senator Charles W. Tobey, by unanimous 
action requested the Commission to withhold action in its clear-channel proceed- 
ings until the completion of the congressional hearings. (Hearings before the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, U. 8S. Senate, 80th Cong., 2d 
sess., on 8, 2237, pp, 2-4.) 

One year later, Senator Ed Johnson made a speech on the floor of the Senate 
designed to defeat the further efforts of the clear-channel lobby to perpetuate 
and increase the monopolistic grip on the broadcast industry threatened by 
superpower clear-channel stations. 

The dangers to a nationwide competitive broadcasting system were vividly 
and eloquently described by Senator Johnson. The principal arguments of the 
clear-channel lobby was that superpower was needed to serve the farmers. Sen- 
ator Johnson demolished that argument with devastating logic, and he was 
supported by the present chairman of this committee, Senator Magnuson. The 
ironic thing is that today we find the Commisssion leaning on that same age-old 
argument of the clear-channel lobby, as the reason for its hesitation to provide 
a greater number of smaller and equal television facilities. I would like at this 
point to refer you to a portion of a very pertinent colloquy between Senator 
Johnson and Senator Magnuson which occurred during the speech of Senator 
Johnson to which I have referred. It is attached to my statement as an appendix. 

In Senator Johnson’s speech he also warned, even as early as April of 1949, 
against the danger that television broadcasting was headed toward monopolistic 
control because of scarcity created by allocation policies. He expressly pointed 
te the serious inadequacy of the 12 VHF channels then assigned to television. 
He pleaded for the imperative need for the effective utilization of the UHF 
band as the only hope for averting a tight and dangerous monopoly in television. 
In view of all the facts which we all now know, Senator Johnson was indeed 
prophetic. 

About everything that can be said for or against a two spectrum system has 
already been said and little more can come from further talk. The time is long 
past due for the Federal Communications Commission and Congress to stop 
talking and promising, and to come ferth with a sharp knife to cut up the 
spectrum pie. 

When a TV station picture goes beyond the normal trading area of its com- 
munity it is merely denying possible service to other deserving cities from their 
own local stations. Certainly the fantastic overall TV revenues produced in 
1955 have proved the ability of our economy to accommodate additional equal 
facilities to more communities for greater service to the public. Despite the prop- 
aganda (generated by those who wish to retain a favored economic position) to 
the effect that our economy will not accommodate more television stations than 
we now have, there are many veteran broadcasters who believe that the pie is 
large enough for many slices, if the slices were smaller, and who would therefore 
be willing to risk their capital in television if there were just a 50-50 chance 
for sucéess, a chance which can be provided only by the availability of equal 
competitive facilities. fatal 

This philosophy has been consistently expressed from the very beginning by 
the UHF-ICC which has urged that what is: required is a reallocation premiged 
on the basic concept that television stations should be assigned to provide service 
to a single homogeneous market, with the principal and primary purpose of 
serving the local needs of specified communities. By definition, wide area stations 
cannot serve such a purpose. 
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We have also been of the view that while it would be desirable to explore the 
possibility of tighter regulation of networks in order to eliminate restrictive 
practices which deprive broadcasters of a fair opportunity to compete for network 
programs * * * such regulatory measures would merely attack the basic problem 
at its periphery. rather than at its core. They would merely apply salve to a 
cancer that requires major surgery. 

The problem today is no longer simply one of disparities betweene UHF and 
VHF but one of a simple principle; namely, shall this country have many TV 
stations separately serving many communities or a few superpower stations each 
covering extensive areas and many communities? The old superpower fight has 
now been extended to TY. 

The abnormal profits made in radio and TV have come about through the 
principle of scarcity, inherent in present allocation policies, creating the forces 
of haves and have-nots. 

The years 1954 and 1955 proved that it was not lack of finances, ingenuity, 
industry, or experience that caused UHF stations to fail when subjected to VHF 
competition. Deintermixed areas have rendered excellent TV service, and 
eould continue to do so if given proper protection. If the powerful “haves” 
had not thrown effective roadblocks all along the way, we could by now have 
been well along the way of an effective nationwide competitive system based 
upon a sound reallocation. 

I respectfully submit to this committee that the time has long since passed 
when we may permit ourselves the luxury of a “wait and see” attitude. The Com- 
mission has made it abundantly clear that it is disposed to temporize and not 
to act. If it is the view of this committee that the public interest does not 
require immediate remedial action—and ‘that the present accelerated trend -to 
a monopoly of superpower, multiple-market stations may be permitted to con- 
tinue—then no action need be taken by this committee or the Congress. How- 
ever, if it is the view of this committee that the public interest does require im- 
mediate remedial action and that the public interest requires that the national 
television structure must provide the potential of multiple services and multiple 
local outlets then this committee or the Congress must act. 

Perhaps Congress cannot feasibly legislate the specific details of a reallo- 
eation plan. However, where, in the face of the urgent need for prompt action, 
the administrative agency has delayed unreasonably even in proposing a solu- 
tion, and where that agency is riddled with doubts as to the proper course to 
pursue, then it necessarily devolves upon the Congress to direct the way. This 
it can do by enunciating as the policy of Congress, by resolution, that the Com- 
mission issue its own rulemaking proposal providing for reassigunient of tele- 
vision channels on or before a specified date, and, pending the conclusion of such 
rulemaking proceedings, the effectiveness of television authorizations providing 
for new or changed facilities granted within 30 days previous thereto shall be 
suspended and future grants of such authorizations shall be withheld. We have 
already pointed out past precedents for such congressional action. In such 
resolution, it should be declared to be congressional policy that such a reassign- 
ment of channels should have as its primary objective a multiplicity of equal 
competitive facilities limited to service of a single market unless unusual cir- 
cumstances in any particular cases require otherwisé. 

We believe that the following principles are necessary to the establishment of 
a nationwide competitive television service: 


. Deintermixture. 
. Reduction of the present permissive limits of power. 
. Reduction of the present permissive limits of antenna heights. 
. Reduction of presently prescribed VHF mileage separations. 
5. Confinement of television stations to their home communities. 
Provision for the use of directional antennas whenever necessary to 
accomplish the foregoing objectives. 
7. Elimination of cost differentials for all-band sets. 
8. Reduction of common carrier cable and microwave relay costs. 


Since the principle of deintermixture has been almost universally endorsed 
by substantial segments of this industry, including those which today have a 
great stake in VHF, deintermixture should be the basic criterion for a proper 
reallocation. We believe that in the directive which we urge Congress to issue 
to the Commission, objectives (1) through (6) should be included as the specific 
standards upon which a proper allocation should be based. 
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A failure to accept the foregoing objectives can only result in a perpetuation 
of the present two-network monopoly which has been fostered by the existing 
television allocation plan. 


SELECTIONS From “A Report ON COMMUNICATIONS” SpeFCH or Hon. Epwin C. 
JOHNSON, OF COLORADO, IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, APRIL 20, 1949 


“Mr. Jonnson of Colorado. * * * 

“Originally this country had 46 clear channels. But as the need grew for 
additional local and regional stations, the Commission began to duplicate clear- 
channel frequencies, placing additional stations on the same channel but suf- 
ficiently distant apart so there would be no interference. 


“CLEAR-CHAN NEL LOBBY FORMED 


“Several years ago 16 clear-channel stations realizing that this sensible and 
necessary trend would eventually catch up with them, banded together into a 
lobbying organization. This lobby filed a petition with the Commission demand- 
ing that the remaining clear-channel stations be granted 750,000 watts of power, 
contending the objective to be to give better service to 23 million rural listeners. 
They made this ridiculous argument with a poker face. That the 23 million farm 
people could be better served by local stations, the result of a wise use of dupli- 
cation, is glossed over by the clear channels and the obedient Commission. 

“Mr. Macnuson. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

“Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield. 

“Mr. MAcgnuson,. I might illustrate what the Senator has just said by citing 
an example. I know the Senator could cite many other examples. For instance, 
in my home State, in the city of Spokane, Wash., a request has been made. to 
the Commission informally—it was not a formal application—that a certain 
frequency be given to a station there so that the station might serve a radius 
of, say, another 25 or 30 miles, and include about 60,000 farmers who are not 
now served from the Spokane area by this particular station, which is a network 
station. The frequency available for the area, however, happens to be one of 
the clear channels that some station back on the east coast has. The Commission 
has consistently refused to act on this type of application. But here are these 
rural areas denied the right of local radio service, and the people are obliged to 
listen, whether they like it or not, to pregrams which come on a clear channel, 
which may originate in San Francisco or some other place. 

“Mr. President, I wish to ask the Senator from Colorado if he does not know 
that that situation is duplicated in many, many cases? 

“Mr. JoHNson of Colorado. Yes; there are literally hundreds of such cases 
throughout the country. In my opinion there is absolutely no excuse fér them. 

“Mr. Maenuson. The listener wants to listen to programs coming from his 
local station, just as we like to read our local newspapers, although we may 
read some out-of-town newspapers.” 


Mr. MacIntyre. Mr. Chairman, the notations to which I made 
reference will include the references to the record of hearings before 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, United States 
Senate, 84th Congress, including testimony on S. 825 by Mr. Bricker, 
to authorize the Federal Communications Commission to establish 
rules and regulations and to make orders with respect to networks and 
their activities. 

The hearings were held January 26, February 7, 20, and 21, 1956, 
relating to the UHF-VHF allocation problem. 

Mr. Evrns. The references, of course, can be made as a matter of 
judicial knowledge. 

Mr. MaciInryre. The additional references that I would l'ke to 
make are page references to highlights on hearings before the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee relating to the Federal 
Communications Commission in hearings that were held before that 


committee on February 28 and 29, May 13, and July 17, 1956. The 
page references are as follows: 
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Hearings, February 27, 1956, volume 5: Page 634; page 637, lines 
14-19; page 645; page 720, lines 16-19; page 750, lines 7-12; page 752, 
lines 4-5 ; page 754, lines 15-16; pages 758, 759. 

Hearings, February 28, 1956, volume 6: Pages 1016-1035. 

Hearings, February 29, 1956, volume 7: Pages 1005-1079. 

Hearings, May 13, 1956, volume 21: Pages 2987-3046. 

Hearings, July 17, 1956, volume 30: Pages 4601-4606; page 4745, 
bottom of page; page 4746; page 4755, lines 4-8; page 4770, lines 
15-21; page 4782, lmes 10-15. 

Mr. Evins. Counsel makes this offer with a view of preventing 
duplications, and also with the asurance that it is material that relates 
to small business. 

Mr. MacIntyre. The additional notations I wish to make are refer- 
ences to pages, page references to important parts of hearings before 
the Antitrust Subcommittee of the House Judiciary Committee relat- 
ing to the Federal Communications Commission in hearings held on 
June 27, 1956. The notations are as follows: 

FCC hearings, June 27, 1956: Page 18, lines 19 to end; page 26, 
lines 8-10 and 14; pages 29-60; page 61, lines 1 to bottom; page 68, 
lines 8-18; page 86, lines 4-9; page 87, lines 6-18; page 88; page 89, 
lines 1-8; page 91, lines 1-14; page 98, lines 8-10; page 111, lines 4-5 
and 12-15; page 136, lines 1-9. 

Mr. Evins. Similar references may be made. 

Mr. McCuntocn. I would like to ask this: Of course, counsel will 
not make references that will particularly stress a conviction or a 
desired course of action, but will present a well-balanced record so 
that those who want to look at all of the references will have the entire 
record of hearings to which reference is made. 

Mr. MacIntyre. That is one of the reasons that on the face of it, I 
am referring to the hearings as such, and I am merely calling attention 
to portions of those that we know have pertinent material in them, 
pertinent to the subject matter that this committee is concerned with. 

Now, the House Judiciary Committee goes into many things in their 
hearings on the Federal Communications Commission that go beyond 
our interests, so we are not referring to all of the pages but, as I said 
at the outset, I think that beyond these pages there probably would 
be pertinent material that we probably would want to consider, and 
this is merely an indication of the material that they do have we 
would like to consider. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I refer to notations that we made of references 
to pages in the record of hearings before the Antitrust Subcommittee 
of the House Judiciary Committee on the Federal Communications 
Commission, marked “Part II.” The date of the hearings was June 
28, 1956, and the references are as follows: 

FCC hearings, June 28, 1956: Page 178, lines 3-9 and 18-20; page 
179, lines 4-7; page 180, lines 2-15; page 181, lines 10-13; page 190, 
lines 2-8; page 191, lines 11-12; page 192, lines 16-20 and bottom of 
page; page 197, lines 2-5; page 199, lines 15-16; page 209, lines 19-23; 
page 214, lines 1-7; page 215, lines 19-23; page 216, lines 22-25; page 
217, lines 1-6; page 221; page 222, lines 14 and 21-24; page 226, lines 
10-16; page 27, lines 18-23; page 249, lines 14-19; page 251, lines 7 
and 24-25; page 255, lines 10-14; page 257, lines 4-10; page 258, lines 
15-18 and 23-24; page 259, lines 1-6; page 263, lines 3-18; pages 265- 
266; page 268, lines 2-6; page 269, lines 22-25; page 270, lines 23-25; 
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page 271, lines 1-3; page 272, lines 1-5; page 275; page 278, lines 9-12; 
page 282, lines 9-11. 

Mr. MacInryre. Now I make reference to notations of references 
to pages in the record of hearings before the Antitrust Subcommittee 
of the House Committee on the Judiciary dealing with the Federal 
Communications Commission, the hearings being held on July 11, 
1956., The notations are as follows: 

FCC hearings, July 11, 1956: Page 285, bottom ; page 287, top; page 
287, line 7; page 288, bottom; page 291, line 22; page 293; page 298, 
lines 1-9; page 308 ; page 309, line 19 to bottom. 

That, Mr. Chairman, concludes what I have to offer at this time 
for the record concerning the Federal Communications Commission, 
and brings us to the material that I would like to offer for the record 
relating to the Civil Aeronautics Board. 


PART IV 
Civil Aeronautics Board 


The first item, Mr. Chairman, that I care to offer for the record 
regarding the Civil Aeronautics Board is a letter to you from the 
Chairman of that Board under date of January 19, 1956, and the 
answers that he transmitted with that letter to you in response to 
the questionnaire that you forwarded to that agency under date of 
December 19, 1955. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, they may be received in the record. 


(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


CIvIL AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, January 19, 1956. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 
Chairman, Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DrAR CONGRESSMAN Evins: Further reference is made to your letter of Decem- 
ber 19, 1955, requesting certain information regarding the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, receipt of which I acknowledged under date of December 30, 1955. 

A statement invorporating the information desired is transmitted herewith. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ross Riziey, Chairman. 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 


INFORMATION REQUESTED IN LETTER OF DECEMBER 19, 1955, FRoM CHAIRMAN 
Evins, SUBCOMMITTEE No. 1 OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 
OF THE HOovuSsE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


1. Have any surveys been privately made of the Civil Aeronautics Board since 
January 1953? 

No such surveys have been made. 

2. Has the Civil Aeronautics Board been reorganized since January 1953? 

There has been no overall reorganization of the Board since January 1955. 
Attached, as appendix A, is a list of organizational changes that have been 
made since January 1953. 

3. List the names of the Chairman and the members, from January 1953 to 
date, stating the date any such person’s services with the Board were terminated 
and the date of appointment of each successor, and the salaries of each. 

Such list is attached as appendix B. 

4. List the names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade 7 or above 
in each of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions (@) as of January 1, 1953, 
and (b) as of the date of your reply to this inquiry. 

80630—56— pts. 3-5—-—14 
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Such lists are attached as appendix C and D. 

5. List the name, position, grade, and salary of each person newly employed 
by the Civil Aeronautics Board at grade GS-7 and above since January 1, 1953, 
and state the nature of the job last held by each such person and the amount 
of last salary earned before employment in the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

Such list is attached as appendix E. 

6. List the name and number of years of Civil Aeronautics Board employ- 
ment of each person who held at grade GS-7 or higher on January 1, 1953, 
and who since that date has been demoted in grade. State also the effective 
date of demotion of each such person and his title, grade, and salary both before 
and after the demotion and the reason for such demotion. 

Such list is attached as appendix F. 


APPENDIX A 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES SINCE JANUARY 1953 


(1) October 1, 1953: In connection with implementing Reorganization Plan 
No. 10, of 1953, a Carrier Payments Unit was established in the Budget and 
Fiscal Section, Office of Administration, to determine and certify for payment 
the amount of subsidy due air carriers in accordance with applicable rate 
orders of the Board. 

(2) November 23, 1953: The Office of Carrier Accounts and Statistics was 
established and there were transferred to such office the functions and staff 
previously assigned to the Aceounting and Statistics Division, Bureau of Air 
Operations. 

(3) July 8, 1954: A field office of the Audits Division, Office of Carrier Accounts 
and Statistics was established at San Francisco. 

(4) July 8, 1954: Staffing of the Alaska office of the Bureau of Air Operations 
was reduced and the activities and staff relating to accounting, statistical report- 
ing, and formal economic proceedings with respect to Alaskan carriers were 
transferred to the appropriate organizational component in the Washington 
office and the activities and staff related to auditing such carriers transferred to 
the San Francisco office. 

(5) June 20, 1955: A field office of the Audits Division, Office of Carrier 
Accounts and Statistics was established at Miami. 

(6) August 1, 1955: The activities of the Fort Worth and Atlanta field offices 
of the Bureau of Safety Investigation were transferred to other field offices of 
that Bureau. 

(7) September 7, 1955: The Office of Congressional Liaison and Public Infor- 
mation was established by combining into a single office the activities of the 
congressional liaison officer and the former Office of Public Information. 


APPENDIx B 
CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE BoarD From JAN. 1, 1953, To Date 


Members of the Board 


| Salary Services terminated Successor appointed 


$15,000 | Dee. 31, 1954 Mar. 1, 1955. 
Josh Lee 15,000 | Dee. 31, 1955 Nomination of G. Joseph 
Minetti, pending. 
Joseph P. Adams 


Chan Gurney 
Harmar D. Denny 
Ross Rizley 


Chairman of the Board 


For the calendar year 1953: Oswald Ryan. 
For the calendar year 1954: Chan Gurney. 
Since March 1, 1955: Ross Rizley. 
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APPENDIX C 


Names, positions, and the.salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 1, 1953 


Annual 
Position title Grade | Salary as of 


| Jan. 1, 1953 


OFFICES OF MEMBERS 


Office of the Chairman: 


| 

Oswald Ryan Presidential ap- | 
pointment 
Anne C. Kulick Confidential assistant | GES. 5i. se 
Kat ‘leen M. Greenwald... .| Secretary (stenographer) 
Office of Executive Director: 


James M. Verner. --- : ...| Executive Director. 
Secretary (stenographer) 
(Office of Vice Chairman: 


«Chan Gurney Vice Chairman Presidential 


appointment. 
Frederick Davis Attorney-adviser____._._....._-- 15 


Maxine Walker Secretary (stenographer) 
Office of Member Adams: 


Joseph P. Adams Presidential 


appointment. 
Gilbert L. Bates Attorney-adviser_. S-15_.. 


Myrna R. Krouse Secretary (stenographer) 
Office of Member Lee: 


OS vn cerned dieD Chinn énons Presidential 


oo emer 
Ross I. Newmann Attorney-adviser 5 
Louise Wilson Secretary (stenographer) 


OFFICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION 


Edward E. Slattery, Jr 
Grace M. Biermann 











OFFICE OF ENFORCEMENT 


Oliver Carter 

Robert Burstein . Trial attorney 
Franklin Oelschlager_.............----- Air transport examiner. 
Jotn F. Wrig! t xed attorney 

Robert L. Park_. 

Robert M. Jot nson 

Joseph W. Staut, Jr : 

Jom. Ae Hamilam. éF-. ..45).~054-..--. wa 


William J. ‘McAuliffe, Jr 
William P. Sullivan 


see 


PALS 
5 


27 07 NI 1.90 90 00 6 


APS 
ZRSskEEE 


Ae 


“ do 
George 8. Lapham Trial attorney.......---.------- 
BUREAU OF HEARING EXAMINERS 


Office of Chief Examiner: 

Francis W. Brown Chief Examiner_._.__...___- 

Gertrude N. Wrenn Administrative assistant 
Economic Proceedings Division: 

Thomas L. W 

William J. Madden 

William F. Cusick 

Ralph L. Wiser 

F. Merritt Rublen 

Ferdinand D. Moran 

Herbert K. Bryan 

Edward T. Stodola 


Paul N. Pfeiffer 
James S. Keith 

Curtis C. Henderson 
sae L. Fitzmaurice 


Walter W. Bryan. - 
Richard A. Walsh. 
Barron Fredericks 


zg yz 


55 
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Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 1, 1958—Continued 


| Annual 
Name Position title Grade salary as of 
Jan. 1, 1953 


| 


BHREAU OF HEARING EXAMINERS—COD.| 


Safety Enforcement Proceedings Divi- | 
sion: 

S. Thomas Simon_-- .---------| Assistant Chief Examiner. __....| GS-14_.________- 
Joseph C. Caldwell_. : ...-| Hearing examiner GSs-13 
PN 4: 8) ee me GS-13 
H. G. Moorhead, Jr_------ cana 
J. B. Poindexter 
Raymond J. Lynch 
Millard F. French 
Antoinette Morgan 

Docket Section: 
Catherine Williams______-- , 
Frank K. Cogswell 


Ppp ppp 2B 
S2222328 





as 
oe 
ee 


BUREAU OF AIR OPERATIONS 


Office of Director: 
Gordon M. Bain_.._-_...---- ..-| Director_._- 
J. Gordon White Administrative officer __- 
Rita A. Degen____.._....-_..-...-..| Administrative assistant 
Central Files Unit: Genevieve Mayhall-_| File supervisor 
Rates Division: Irving Roth 
Tariffs Section: 
Bernard R. Gillespie 
Edwin T. Cosby- 
Marion L. Newman... -- | Air transport examiner-........-- 
Leland W. Warner, Sr Tariff examiner 
Grady E. Andrews 
O. LeRoy Huntington 
George S. Rosenthal ada 
James F. Henry Air transport examiner 
Andrew J. Anessi Tariff examiner 
Charles R. Hughes.-_.........-..... er do 
Edna F. Wolpert. -.............-.--.| Air transport examiner... .-...... 
Mail Rates Section: 
Harry H. Schneider 
Milton H. Shapiro | General attorney 
Robert J. Bartoo- | Air transport examiner 
eS RS oe eee d 


William L. Holt 
Jack R. Herman 
George F. Gerth__..-...------ Dicubiiguae do 
Mario A. Sonnino 
Alfred R. Stout 
Harold Krellen 
Frank R. Chabot 
Thomas G. Chew 
Allen C. Lande : 
Thomas M. Reilly_.....-.....---...} 
David E. Spaulding 
Robert J. Sherer 
Sarah J. Rinehart 
Samuel 8S. Anderson 
Arthur H. Simms......-......-...... 
Arnold D. Berkeley SED barns einen 
‘Theodore W... Miles...:i-c5......i.s 
Leonard 8S. Friedman 
Robert H. Johnson - 
Louis Gilfix 
Arthur 8. Present - 
Robert C. Lester 
John M. Henrique 
Willard L. Taylor 
Mildred B. Walker 
Drthes Munts. .....6i-552......... 
Lillian L. Pruden | 
Mabel D. Knox 
Michael A. LaCarruba 
Commercial Rates Section: 
Louis P. Sissman 
Sam I. Aldock | Air transport examiner 
Seymour J. Wenner. _--- 3 Trial attorney 
W. R. Williamson --« ....-..| Air transport examiner_---.--_- 
R. J. A. de Seife_- - 
Robert Lyon, Jr__---.-- 
James LeRoy Deegen 
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Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 1, 1953—Continued 


Name 


Position title 





BUREAU OF AIR OPERATIONS—Con. 


Routes and Carrier Relations Division: | 


Certificates Section: 


Harold R. Sanderson----------- 


Ronald H. Cohen _- 
Leslie G. Donahue 
Edward M. Kriz 
Nathan 8. Simat 
Dorothy M. Forbes 


Isaac W. Sirbaugh-----_--- 


Jack McElhose_--- 
Francis H. McAdams 
Valentine R. Grundman 
Alice V. Malstrom 
Howard H. Reizenstein 
Joseph M. McKenna 
John J. Stowell. 

Roland E. Ginsburg 
Mildred J. Coward 
Anthony 8. Fiore 
Leonard L. Johnson -- -- 


Carrier Services and Agreements 


Section: 


Alphonse M. Andrews. --------- 


James A. Saltsman 
George B. Wharton 
Mervin F. Bagan 
Arthur T. Wri A 
Francis E. Hol 
Leslie J. Roch 


Rubin R. ooh Bath aie 


George W. Shoemaker -- 
Margaret V. Flandreau 


Orva M. Cannon. .---------- 


Alice B. Munger 
Hazel R. Demo 
Donegan Mann 
Foreign Air Division: 
Walter D. Peck ___-_- 
George K. McClelland. 
Mary C. Hilly 
Dorothy E. 
Bernard Myers 
William E. O’Conner. 


Accounting and Statistics Division: 
Division Office: Warner H. Hord 


Reports Section: 
Allen Craig 
William A. Kjlerlane 
G. L. Stillwagon 
Ed. E. Whisman 
Bernard Davis_- 
Howard L. Jensen 
Thomas G. Panich 


Robert C. Meserve- _-----.---- 


Nancy Lee Baumstark 
Helen M. Varney 
Olive Sortor 


Anton B. Fabatz. 


IBM Unit: Donald R. Buchanan_. 


Special Studies Section: 


Francis O. Veit 

E. Bruce Miller 

Joseph Forman 

Weldon R. Herrington 

James R. Fitz: 

Elizabeth W. 

Benjamin P. Baline____-- 

Cornelius 8. Ryan 
Audits Section: 

Alfred H. Gilbert 


Benjamin Frank 
John P. Herscheid 


we] | Business accountant - 


Trial attorney _ 

do- iis enti teuie 
“Transport economist (air) 
baer ~ wre economist ------- 
0 


Transport economist (air) 
Air transport economist 
Air transport examiner _- 
Trial attorney 
acne e  saceec ee ee ceed 
Air transport examiner 


‘Fria etteraay 
Air erie examiner 





Trial attorney 
| Air — examiner 
| d 


Economic liaison officer - - - 

Air transport examiner | 
| Air intelligence officer_....... - 

| Foreign affairs analyst --- 


-.| Chief 





Air transport examiner 
Business accountant 
Statistical draftsman 
Business accountant 
Air transport examiner 


Tabulating equipment operator | 
supervisor. 


Air transport examiner _- 


Air transport accountant 
Air ore examiner 


; 


Grade 


| GS-14 
GS-13 
| GS-13 


| Se zn 
Ss Sa 
rT 


| GS-12 
GS-12 
GS-12 


GS-12__..-- 


| GS-11 
GS-11 
GS-11 
GS-11 
Gs-9 





| Annual 
salary as of 
| Jan. 1, 1953 


} 
| 
} 


$9, 800 
8, 560 
8, 560 
8, 360 
8, 560 
&, 760 
7,040 
7, 040 
7, 640 
7, 240 
6, 140 


ES 


sesE5 


on 
2 
S 
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7, 
7 
6, 
5, 
6, 
6, 
5, 
5, 
4, 
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Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 


BUREAU OF AIR OPERATIONS—Con. 


Accounting and Statistics Division—Con 
Audits Section—Con. 


John D. Pepper, Jr___--..------ 


Charles R. Glennie 

Francis R. Callahan_---.---- 

William T. Lenhardt_-_-._.._- 

Charles A. Marfing.-.......--..- 

Roger M. Mammerer-.--------- 

Charles F. Maloy... 

Carl T. Day 

BOVE. ©. F PUNNOI Sy once n ncn: 

Margaret L. Dinton--- 

Celima M. ane: » ose 

John D. Donahoe-- 

George L. Myers--_. Sad 
Audits Section, New York office: 

George J. Rauneker 

Lawrence J. Madden- -- 

Walter W. Wenk 

Leonard Feldman 


Edward A. McKay-..--...-.-.-]. 


wavea T. Ciamip.c......... 
Alaska office: 

Joseph H, FitzGerald_..-__._..- 

Abraham W., Bailey-__- 

Rose F. Mz arquis. : 

Alexander 8S. Dunham- 

Rose G. Moore 


OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 


Immediate office: 

E. T. Nunneley at 
John H, Wanner---- 
Greer M. Murphy--- 
Morris Chertkov - - 

Opinion Writing Division: 
Joseph B. Goldman.-.. 
Jacob W. Rosenthal 
George H. Pickar_ bis 
Abraham H. Maller. -.. 
Robert L. Saloschin - --.- 
Harold Morgan 

Litigation and Research Division: 
James L. Highsaw _. ; 
Oral D. Ozment 
Gerald F. Krassa 
Jerome S. Boros__ 

C. Robert Esherick 
‘ Lester M. Bridgeman. --_- 
Mey and Rules Division: 
Nathan Calkins_- 
ined C. Jaycox 
C. Edwin Thurston 
J. Lyndal Hagemeyer 


BUREAU OF SAFETY REGULATION 


Office of Director: 
John M. Chamberlain--_.........-- 
Robert L. Froman._- so. 
Freeman Albery 
Robert V. Garrett 
Cecil A. Ross__- 
Rosa E. Matthews._............- 
General Rules Division: 
John J. Quinn. 
Hubert B. Duckworth. 
William B. Little 
Bert A. Shields 
Air Carrier Division: 
Oscar Bakke 
Edward G. 
James T. Rinker. 
R. H. Clinkscales 
George H. Miller 
Edward C. Hodson 











Position title Grade 


Director 

Air transportation examiner 

Air transportation accountant... 
Air transportation examiner 
Administrative assistant 


General Counsel... .-..--------- 
Associate General Counsel... - 
General attorney-----........---- 


Trial attorney-supervisor_-______- 
Trial attorney 
General attorney 


Legislative attorney 
Coe attorney 


Associate Director-_._...--_- 
Technical assistant to Director. - 
Flight operations specialist ____- 
Publications editor 
Administrative assistant 


Flight operations s 
Air anaes spec’ 


of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 1, 1953—Continued 


Annual 
salary as of 
Jan. 1, 1953 
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Name 





BUREAU OF SAFETY REGULATION—COn. 


Airworthiness Division: 
Witold E. Koneczny_._..----------- 
Hugh B. Freeman. _..-....-..-.--.- 


Nicholas 8. Dobi.......------------ 
Bernard C. Doyle 


BUREAU OF SAFETY INVESTIGATION 


Office of Director: 
William K. Andrews. -.--.---.--.--.- 
COUNNEN We, Was 55 Soe2c- 355 <- 5 
Mary E. McKee 
Ella C. Linehan 


Merna R. Lewis 
~~ = and Reports Division: 
rt W. Chrisp 
Ts Soo canoe sca nae 
Harold G. Crowley 
a6 Seg, aR eae ss 
Everett S. Bosworth 
Investigation Division: 
ES ob Se eee 
Gordon R. Matthews__.--.-...-...- 
George M. French---.-....-.-..-.-- 
Kenneth C. Sonner.....-...........- 
Arthur L. Caperton 
W. Dixon Markey 
Region I, New York: 
ee Cle WEG ares do. oe 
Richard C. Hughes 
Olinton ©. Searte---.-.<.-=-..=--.- 
George A. Van Epps 
Region 2, Atlanta: 
Herbert V. Shebat 
TT, Ne ei hn mpin~ snk 
Miami branch office: 
Charles 8. Collar 
John J. Runger 
Region 3, Chicago: 
SI in. de Ska ns suks 
Clarence E. Stillwagon 
TO 
Harvey W. Hedlund 
Region 4, Fort Worth: 
Leon H. Tanguay _---.........-- ae 
John F. Buckman 
- LA ee 
I nn. 8 oem oceccus 
Region 5, Kansas City: 
Raymond P. Parshall 
Philip N. Goldstein 
William 


S. Mac’ amara 

Region 6, Santa Monica: 
Ralph A. Reed 
George W. Haskins 
Perry B. Hodgden __ 
—— branch office: Earle R. Mitch- 


Region 7, Seattle: 
Leon D. OCuddehack...............- 
Frank K. McKlIveen. _____- 
Region 8, Anchorage: George R. Clark_- 
Analysis Division: 
eae 
Dessel G. Erickson. -...............- 
Maurice P. Hanscom 
IA Oe eee 
oe Analysis Section: Edward | 


B.H 
Technical Division: 
Ervir N. Townsend 
John F. Pahl 


Allen B. Hallman................--- 


Martyn V. Clark 


| Chief of region 








sain coke do 


Position title 


Aeronautical research develop- 
ment engineer. 


ee en ke 
Administrative officer ___-...----- 
Reports writer and editor - 


Information and editorial “spe- | 


cialist. 
Administrative assistant 


ee cee hl Se noc acawas 
Assistant Chief____.____-----___- 
Chief of section..........-....--- 
Air ous maynnper 


Cee ee a gnde 
Assistant Chief 
Meteorologist - oi 
Airworthiness inspector - flan ian tie 
Technical assistant __- - 

Flight operations specialist. 


Come On et 
Air a a or 


Cae eo een... -<.--< 5s 
Air safety investigator___.. 


Air safety inv estigator__- 


eee pee. «0 ooo as 
Air safety investigator 


ee 
Air ate investigator _- 


Cie of PeeteR os~...-..........- 
Air omy investigator 


I I oc mace nncom 
Air safety investigator 
Gees OOS. ces............~ 


eee eee 
Flight operations specialist 
Air safety investigator ___..._.__- 
4 ~ aceident asamiat 

ief 


do 
“Assistant Chief.....----..-.----- 
Airworthiness inspector -_____..- 
Aeronautical design evaluation 
engineer. 
Aircraft and engine specialist__- 
Airworthiness inspector 





~ (ani... 





Grade 


ee 
eR 





GS-12........ . 
GS8s-ll ; 


GS-13 


liek satin. 
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Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 1, 1953—Continued 
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Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
of the CAB’s ome, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan, 1, 1953—Continued 


— l 
| Annual 
Position title Grade | salary as of 


| Jan. 1, 1953 


OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 


Immediate Office of the Secretary: 
Minot C. Mulligan Secretary of the Board_._.......| GS-15 
Fred A. Toombs ___- | Assistant Secretary-..- ee ee 
Roberta 8. Rouzie___- Administrative assistant GS-7... 
Budget and Fiscal Section: 
John B. Russell = Chief , ......| @8-13 
Irving Summit-__-_-___-- Assistant Chief sebd clzsct QL 
Margaret B. Black Budget examiner GS-7 ee 
Accounting Unit: Walter S. Telep ={- CRS oscad UE hsheciusta 
Management Section: 
Marvin Bergsman -_--- ; : ; 
William W. Baird eae cmrasen Organization and methods ex- | 
aminer. 
Carl Rodman__. 
Personnel Section: 
M. Doris Connelly ee _— OE cats 
Lottie H. Barnes a __| Assistant Chief 
Jane Dickerman --_------ ‘ _....| Position classifier 
Flora E. Crawford __---- .| Personnel assistant 
Minutes Section: 
Mabel McCart eee Dees 
Phyllis T. Kaylor od doen Administrative assistant 
Ruby Baumgartner-_---_--- .| Recorder (stenography) 
General Services Section: Norman G. | Chief 
Stamp, Jr. 
Office Service Unit: Edwin O. Hath- | Administrative assistant 
away. 
Supply Unit: Royal T. Harris, Jr__....| Purchasing agent (chief) 
. oa aoe Section: 
Belva Anderson - _......-| Publieations officer ___. 
Ge sraldine E. Haupt , ......-| Assistant publications officer -- -- 
Library: Pauline H,. Me Allister_ -| Librarian 


APPENDIx D 


Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 13, 1956 


Annual sal- 

Name Position title ary as of 

Jan. 13, 
1956 


OFFICES OF MEMBERS 


Office of Chairman: 
| RR ..| Chairman._...................--| Presidential 
appointment. 
Robert L. Kunzig | Assistant to the Chairman 
Florence L. Smith___...............} Confidential assistant. ---- 
Marjorie Sirlouis.___................| Seeretary (stenography) 
Marguerite Spoonamore | Secretary (DMT) 
Office of Executive Director: 
Raymond Sawyer f .......| Exeeutive Director 
Ytalina M. D’Armi ...-| Administrative assistant 
Office of Vice Chairman: 
Joseph P. Adams-- ‘ | Vice Chairman Presidential 
| appointment. 
Gilbert L. Bates__..................| Attorney-adviser GS-15 
Myrna R. Krouse a ....| Seeretary (stenography) -_------- 
Office of Member Denny: 
Harmar D. Denny-_.-_------..-...--.| Member 


Mervin F. Bagan .......| Attorney-adviser 
Mildred Ruffin Secretary (stenography) ------.-- 
Office of Member (vacancy): 
Ross I. Newmann | Attorney-adviser._....-........- 
Joyce P. Pates __...........-..-..-..| Seeretary (stenography) 
Office of Member Gurney: 


Chan Gurney Presidential 


Seemed 
Robert M. Johnson Attorney-ad viser Gs- 
Maxine Walker__..............-....| Secretary (stenography) 
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Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 13, 1956—Continued 


| 
| Annual sal- 
Name Position title Grade | ary as of 
Jan. 13, 
1956 


OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON 
AND PUBLIC INFORMATION 


Roderick F. Kreger ERs 4 eee | $11, 610 
Public Information Section: | 
Edward E. Slattery 9, 850 
Grace M; Biermann. ..........--.--| 6, 725 


OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE 


James Anton 
Robert Burstein Trial attorney 
Franklin Oelschlager | Air transport examiner. -__---_- | 
John F. Wright Trial attorney 

William C. Fry d 
pO ER a eee Air transport examiner 
Edwin F, Stetson Trial attorney 
SET COND... os cbcci ks. .-.-.- noe d 

Marian L. Newman 
John B. Flynn...- 
Joseph A. Hamilton, Jr } 
Robert Forest Rickey -- ----....--.----- 
C. Herbert Lineberry 
Eleanor 8. Walker - 
Thomas D. Ireland General attorney 

Louise 8. Myers Administrative assistant 


_ 
"ll 
a 
= 
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BUREAU OF HEARING EXAMINERS 


Office of Chief Examiner: 
Francis W. Brown Chief hearing examiner 
Ethel C. Sheiry Publications editor 
Gertrude N. Wrenn Administrative assistant 

Eeonomic Proceedings Division: 
Thomas L. Wrenn Assistant chief examiner 
William J. Madden Hearing examiner 
William F. Cusick--- d 
Ralvh L. Wiser----.-- 
F. Merritt Ruhlen 
Ferdinand D. Moran 
Herbert K. Bryan 
Edward T. Stodola 





Joseph L. Fitzmaurice 
Walter W. Bryan 
Ricbard A. Walsh 
Barron Fredericks 
— Enforcement Proceedings Divi- 
sion: 
8. Thomas Simon 
Joseph C. Caldwell 
Harley G. Moorhead 
Raymond J. Lynch 
Henry F. Martin, Jr 
Docket Section: 
Catherine F. Williams 
Frank K. Cogswell 


BUREAU OF AIR OPERATIONS 


Office of Director: 
Joseph H. FitzGerald 
. Vernon Radcliffe Associate Director 
Special assistant to Director 
Rita A. Degen Administrative officer 
F. Esther Olive Secretary (stenography) 
Central Files Unit: Genevieve Mayhall_| File supervisor 
Rates Division: 
Office of Chief: 


Harry H. Schneider 


— 
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Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 13, 1956—Continued 


Position title 


BUREAU OF AIR OPERATIONS—COn. 


Rates Division—Con. 
Tariffs Section: 
Bernard R. Gillespie 
Edwin T. Cosby _....-.----| Air transport examiner 
Grady E. Andrews secre iam 
Leland W. Warner, Sr___----- ‘ 
George S. Rosenthal ------- 
0. Leroy Huntington __-_-_- 
Andrew J. Anessi ; 
Charles R. Hughes_---------- 
Elizabeth Trollinger -__-_- 
Francis X. Cleary _.-.---.--- 
Commercial Rates Section: 
Louis P. Sissman_--.--- 4 — 
Thomas G. Harris....._........| Air transport examiner 
George Cosson, Jr__......--- . Trial siege. 2 cok te ia 
M. Joan Coward --___-- Air transport examiner 
Estelle M. Thompson -------- OGl> Lat hh Fe dt in cesaniaen 
Mail Rates Section: 
Alfred R. Stout 
Milton H. Shapiro -_- General attorney 
Constantine Zepul__..__...-_--- Air transport examiner 
Robert J. Bartoo. 
Mario A. Sonnino 
Harold Krellen 
Frank R. Chabot 
George F. Gerth 
Allen C. Lande 
Arthur H. Simms 
Chris E. Steier 
Alma T. Stocking - 
Irving Saginor -. 
Theodore W. Miles 
Robert J. Sherer 
Thomas G. Chew 
Arthur 8. Present 
David E. Spaulding_-__._....._- 
Sarah J. Rinehart 
Samuel A. Anderson_.__-_---_-- 
Leonard 8. Friedman 
Michael A. LaCarruba 
Kenneth E. Donaldson 
ee Ge... db etth Sc. no nee 
Willard L. Taylor 
K. Bruce Friedman Trial attorney 
Mildred B. Walker Air transport examiner 
Dorothea Kuntz do 
Mabel DD. Beets ).2ii.:........ 
Lillian L. Pruden 
Routes and Carrier Relations Division: 
Office of Chief: 
John W. Dregge 
Harold R. Sanderson. ---__- 
Certificates Section: 
Nathan S. Simat 
Leslie G. Donahue Trial attorney 
Albert H. Ruppar-..-.-.....-.-.-|-.- ..do 
Dorothy M. Forbes Air Transport Examiner 
Seymour J. Wenner ...| Trial attorney 
William E. McCollam__-------- d 
Valentine R. Grundman 
James A. Tomlinson 
Isaac W. Sirbaugh 
W. R. Williamson 
Fredlyn Ramsey ---------- 
Alice V. Malstrom 
Joseph M. McKenna 
Howard H. Reizenstein 
Francis L. Smoot, Jr 
Cornelius 8. Ryan, Jr 
Harry M. Schooman 
Edwin I. Colodny-..-.----....-.- 
Leonard L. Johnson 
Robert G. Cook 
Ralph E. Hays | 
John J. McBurney-.--...--------- | Trial attorney 
Irene M. Goergen Air transport examiner 
Anne A. Glazier d 
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Names, positions, and.the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 13, 1956—Continued 


| Annual sal- 

Name Position title Grade | ary as of 

Jan. 13, 
1956 


BUREAU OF AIR OPERATIONS—Con. 


Routes and Carrier Relations Div,—Con. 
Carrier Services and Agreements 
Section: 
anus M. Andrews 
James A. Saltsman 
Arthur T. Wr 
Francis E. Hol 
: ohn J “ — 
ames L. Deegan 
Leslie J. Roch 
Rubin R. Goodman 


£28 


Rea 


SHMNMNINIO DSH 
ong 
a 
o 


Orva M. Cannon 
Margaret V. Fiandreau 


Edward A. Corboy 
Alice B. Munger 
Hazel R. Demo 
Chadwick A. German 
Anne E. Lynch 
James L. Jones 
Foreign Air Division: 
Joseph C,. Watson 
Mary C. Hillyer__---. 





BERESSSRE 


~] 
oc 
on 


em Or DD DM 





o & 


Doroth 

Bern: Myers 
Alaska Liaison Office: Alexander 8. 
Dunham. 





OFFICE OF CARRIER ACCOUNTS AND 
STATISTICS 


“Office of Chief: 
Warner H 


Regulations and Reports Division: 
Office of Chief: Allan Craig 
Accounting R 

Francis O. 

Charles R. Guaais 
Bernard Davis 
Celima M, Percy 
Nancy L. Baumstark 


Report Audits Section: 
William L. Holt 
Weldon R. Herrington___.------ 
Thomas G. Panich 
Olive Sortor 
Kenneth C. Judd 
J. Carlyle Thornburg do 
Frances E. Ferris Chief, Reference and Construc- 


. tion Unit. 
IField Audits Division: 
Office of Chief: George J. Rauneker_| Chief 
Administrative and Planning Unit: 
William A. Funnell 
John D. Peterson 
Louis E, Latham 
Washington —— 
Benjamin 
Claude P. Sorefeld 
Alvin V. Preston 
Carl T. Da 
David T. 
Charles F. Meret 
Geor, 





~I 


PP IADA AAA WH 
ERAZSSStS 3 
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Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
« the CAB’s Jas es, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 13, 1956—Continued 


} 

Annual sal- 
ary as of 

Jan. 13, 


Name Position title 


OFFICE OF CARR'ER ACCOUNTS AND 
STATISTICS—Continued 


Field Audits Division—Continued 


New York Section: 
Walter W. Wenk-. _-_- 
Leonard Feldman 


Lawrence J. Madden 
Adelbert F. Schefter..------ 


Patrick F. Cooney -- --_- 

Edward A. McKay 

Robert N. Armstrong 

Peter Danko 

George A. Mindermann 

Benjamin Sayde-_. 

Raymond Kurlander 
San Francisco Section: 

Ralf L. Reyman- 

Perry R. Baker___-_-_-. 

Abraham W. Baily --. 


Francis R. Callahan ----- 
Harold W. Roessel_... 
Rose F. Marquis 
William T. Lenhardt 
Charles A. Marfing_- 
John D. Donahoe-_.-_.__- 
Roy N. Forsman. 
Francis Lyons--_.._.-. 
Miami Section: 
Alfred H. Gilbert 
Russell W. Ritenour 
John D. Pepper, Jr 


Harry W. Barr 

Roger M. Hammerer 
Margaret Lee Dunton_ - 
Robert H. Johnson 
Merwin 8. Rosenberg 


Research and Statistics Division: 


Office of Chief: William Weinfeld 
Research and Services “ection: 
George L. Stillwagon 
Joseph Forman -_-- 
James R. FitzGibbon. 
Lee E. Sharff 
Harold L. Spain -_-__- 
Elizabeth W. Elgin 
John A. Estopinal -_-.._- 
Statistical —— Section: 
Edward E. Whisman._- 


Inez R. Hughes 
Edith L. Stockton-_-_-- 


IBM Unit: Leo Solomon__________ 


Cartographic Unit: 
Anton B. Fabatz_- -- 
Helen M. Varney. 


OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 


Immediate Office: 


Franklin M. Stone----.----.-.----- 
John H. Wanner 

Greer M. Murphy---...-..------- 
Morris Chertkov 

Louis W. Sornson 


Opinion Writing Division: 


Joseph B. Goldman. 


Abraham H. Maller 
Robert L. Saloschin 
William P. Sullivan 
William Archer Royall 
Harold Morgan 

Ruth E. King 


| Auditor 


Accountant 


Accountant____.....- 
Transportation utilities account- 
ant. 


} 
j 
.| 
| 
i 


Transportation utilities account- | 
ant. 


ganas 


Chief ein tay aaendieaia aida 
Accountant - -- 
Transportation utilities account- | 
ant. 
.do 
.do.. 


— Accountant. 


Chief _ 
Accountant 
Transportation utilities account- 
ant. 
do 
Auditor- 


GS-1 
GS- 12 


GS-12_. 
GS-12.. 


oe 
Urea 


| GS-12 
Gs-12 


| GS-11 


__| GS-11 


Chief 


Gs-9 


--| GS-7_ 


GS-14 


| GS-13 


Air transport examiner 

Air transportation account: ant __ 
Cost accountant . 
Transportation economist ___- 


Air es examiner --.-- 


do 


Chief _ _- i. 
Air transport examiner. ln ache 


~=i] Statistical assistant - 


do aie 
Tabulation project ‘planner. 
Obi, 35 


....| Statistical draftsman... 


General Counsel - 


Associate General Counsel. - 


a —— attorney 


a... 


GS-12 
GS-11 


__| GS-11 
| GS-9 


Gs-9 


| GS-13 
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Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
of the CAB’s offices, bureaus, or divisions, as of Jan. 13, 1956—Continued 





Name 


OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL— 
Continued 


Litigation and Research Division: 
Oral D, Ozment 
Robert L. Park 
Gerald F. Krassa_.-.-..-- 


Henry M. Switkay..-. ace Ae 


International an 
John B. D 
Warren C. Jaycox 
Arnold D. Berkeley 
Robert J. Ables 
Robert G. Leary __..-..- 
Judith 8. Leonard 


Rules Division: 


BUREAU OF SAFETY REGULATION 


Office of Director: 
John M. Chamberlain 
Robert L. Froman 
Oscar Bakke 
Freeman Albery 
Rosa E. Matthews 
General Rules Division: 
Robert G. Carnahan 
Thomas P. Hennessy 
William B. Little 
mort A. Gates... ....-..-.- paeeeeal 
Air Carrier Division: 
John J. Quinn. 
Edward G. Pennock 
R. H. Clinkscales 


SOS Te a, < oa bo aan e 


Edward C. Hodson 
George H. Miller 
Airworthiness Division: 
Witold E. Koneczny 

Bernard.C. Doyle 


Nicholas 8. Dobi 
BUREAU OF SAFETY INVESTIGATION 


Office of Director: 


William K. Andrews... ..--.-.---- 


George L. Zuch 
Mary E. McKee 


ed Bt de ee 


Hear and Re 


rt W. 


rts Division: 


Harold Q. CII s cnlico ae cman dae 

Will C. Sievert 

Thomas K..MeDill 

Investigation Division: 

Office of Chief: 
James N. Peyton. :...-------.- 
Gordon R. Matthews 
George M. French 


Herbert V. ‘Shebat 
W. Dixon Marke 
William S. Mac? 
Eastern area: 

New York office: 

Joseph O. Fluet 

William A. Butters 

Clinton E. Searle 

George A. Van Epps 
Miami office: 

Charles S. Collar 

Leon 8. Allen 
Chicago office: 

Fred G. Powell 

Harvey W. Hedlund. - ---.-- 
Kansas City office: 

Raymond P. Parshall. - ---- 

Clarence ee 


amara -...-.-.-.- 


Position title 


| Assistant Chief ...________- 
Legislative attorney 
Atneaeranae 


‘ii do 
“General attorney. 


I teste 


Deputy Director 
Administrative assistant 


Flight operations specialist 


ment and design engineer. 





Director 

Administrative officer 

| Reports writer and editor 
Administrative assistant 


Assistant Chief 
Assistant to Chief 
Air — investigator 


| 
| 


Assistant Chief 
Air ae investigator 


Investigator-in-charge 
Air safety investigator 





Investigator-in-charge 
Air safety investigator 


Investigator-in-charge 
Air safety investigator 


Investigator-in-charge 
Air — investigator 


Associate Director.______--._.| 
| Technical assistant to Director - - 


irman standards specialist. ___| 


Meteorologist _ ~_.--.-.-..------- 


| 


Grade 





Aeronautical research, develop- | Gs 


aise accnse eel 


GS-12 


| GS-13 
GS-12 
| GS-12 
| GS-12 


GS-13... 











SSUPREE es ox 
GS-12.........--| 


| GS-13._-...--.--| 


Gas.........; 
Giticesseseccwc! 


Annual] sal- 
ary as of 
Jan. 13, 

1956 


$11, 610 
11,395 
9, 420 
6, 390 
4, 525 


10, 320 
9, 420 
7, 570 
6, 390 
5, 575 
4, 525 


12, 690 
12, 420 
11, 610 
11, 610 

5, 980 


10, 320 
7, 570 
8, 430 
8, 430 


11, 395 
10, 065 
9, 850 
9, 635 
8, 990 
8, 645 


11, 395 
8, 990 


9, 420 


12, 690 
7, 680 
6, 250 
5, 605 


11, 180 
9, 205 
10, 065 
8, 215 
7, 785 


10, 965 
9, 420 
10, 065 
10, 065 
10, 065 
9, 635 
7, 570 


ze 
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Names, positions, and the salary of each person in grade GS-7 or above in each 
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Position title 





BUREAU OF SAFETY INVESTIGATION— 


continued 


Investigation Division—Continued 


Western area: 
Oakland office: 
Leon D. Cuddeback 
Earle R. Mitchell__- 
Santa Monica office: 
Philip N. Goldstein - - 


George W. Haskins. -------- 
Perry B. Hodgden eae | 


Seattle office: Frank K. Mc- 


Klveen. 
Anchorage office: George 
Clark. 
Analysis Division: 
Ben W. Ashmead __-_----- 
Edward B. Heyl___------- 
Richard C, Hughes. -.----- 
Maurice P. Hanscom -- 
Pe. | ee eee 
Technical Division: 
Leon H. Tanguay 
John F. Pahl 
Hugh B. Freeman. 


Kenneth C. Sonner. -- 
Allen B. Hallman 
Thomas J. Collins 


Frank T. Taylor 
Harold A. Huyler 


OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 


Immediate Office of the Secretary: 
Minot C. Mulligan. ---- 
Fred A. Toombs 
Roberta S. Rouzie 

Budget and Fiscal Section: 
John B. Russell 
Irving Summit 
Margaret B. Black 

Accounting Unit: 

Walter 8. Telep 
Jimmie R. Statum 
Marie M. O’Connell 

Carrier Payments Unit: 

Jaoks Thy Tere nn 5 -- 

Florence M. Hawkins_- 

Edson C. Sizer 

Carleton C. King 
Management Section: 

Marvin Bergsman_ 

J. Gordon White_- 


Elizabeth Van Ormer-- 
Personne! Section: 

M. Doris Connelly 

Lottie H. Barnes 

Jane Dickerman. 

Flora E. Crawford 
Minutes Section: 

Mabel McCart 

Phyllis T. Kaylor 

Ruby T. Baumgartner 
General Services Section: 

Norman G. Stamp, Jr 
Office Service Unit: 

Edwin O. Hathaway 
ee. Unit: 

oyal T. Harris 

Publications Section: 

G. Belva Anderson 
Libeay Geraldine E. Haupt 


"Pauline H. McAllister. ............ 


R. 


Investigator-in-charge 

Air nr investigator. ---.-.--.-- 
a o 

Investigator-in-charge 


a Approach control analyst 


Accident analyst 
Air safety investigator - 
Aircraft accident analyst 


Assistant Chief. 
| Aeronautical design evaluation | 


Martyn V. Clarke_...........-...--| 


engineer. 


Grade 


7 Bers Scere tte: cote | GS-14 
Airworthiness inspector _- 


i Electric hydraulic systems spe- 


cialist. 


| Airworthiness inspector 


| Secretary of the Board _- 


Assistant Secretary 


__| Administrative assistant 


| Chief 


Assistant Chief 


| Budget examiner 


Accounting clerk 


| Assistant to Chief 


| Claim examiner 


| Organization and methods ex- 


aminer. 


Assistant Chief 
Position classifier 
Personnel assistant 





reas | GS-13 








Annual sal-- 
ary as of 
Jan. 13, 
1956 
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Mr. MacIntyre. I would like also to have copied in the record at 
this time notations making references to pages of the record of the 
hearings before the Antitrust Subcommittee of the House Committee 
on the Judiciary in hearings held during February, March, May, and 
June 1956, relating to the Givil Aeronautics Board. Those references 
are as follows: 

Pages 233-234, 255-257, 262-263, 265, 271, 291, 295, 311-312, 314-315, 
321-39 26, 328-3: 31, 330-036, 338, 340-345, 353-360, 362-366, 389-392, 
394, : 396-397, 400-405, 419-421, 429-430, 447-448, 454-458, 461, 463-464, 
466-467, 499-503, 510- 514, 517- 520, 528-538, 540, 544-545, 548-551, 
555- 556, 558-564, 569-573, 575, 577-579, 582, 586, 588-591, 595-599, 
603, 609, 619, 625-627, 630, 632, 642, 648-649, 664, 667, 669, 674, 681, 
683-684, 688, 690, 704-705, 712, ” 803, 806, 808, 812, 816, 825-827, ”g29- 
830, 836, 844, 847-848, 851-857, 860, 876, 878, 882, 889, 894, 896-897, 900, 
904, 914, 917-918, 920- 921, 925, 997, 929, 934, 962-965, 970, 972, 980-981, 
988, 1006-1007, 1009- 1010, 1012, 1016, 1024-1026, 1046-1047, 1083-1086, 
1107, 1133, 1136, 165, 1185, 1205-1207, 1217, 1298, 1231, 1235-1237, 1243, 
1973- 1979, 1281- 1982, 1285, 1290, 1292-1296, 1303, 1307- 1308, "1310, 
1318- 1320, 1324-1325, 1332, 1336, 1340, 1358, 1360, 1368, 1370-1371, 
1373, 1375, 1379-1381, 1386-1387, 1436, 1446, 1513, 1543-1592, 1598, 
1601-1605, 1616-1618, 1623, 1630-1631, 1641, 1645, 1783, 1812, 1819, 
1850-1851, 1853- 1854, 1858-1866, 1876-1877, 1881, 1889, 1896, 1950- 
1951, 1953, 2074-2087, 2090, 2101- 2131, 2149, 2165-2166, 2185, 2224- 

9995, 29979930, 2935, 2302, 2305, 2319-2390, 2362, 2374-2376, 2389- 
2396, 

Mr. MacIntyre. I would like also to make reference at this time 
to the 54 questions that were submitted by the chairman of the Judi- 
ciary Committee of the House of Representatives to the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board with a letter from that chairman to that Board dated 
August 8, 1955, and the answers that were made thereto. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to offer either the questions or the an- 
swers in the record, but I do want to note at this time that the staff 
will take into account these questions and the answers in the writing 
of the report dealing with the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

That, Mr. Chairman, concludes what I offer relating to the Civil 
Aeronautics Board. 

Mr. Evins. Counsel will now proceed to present the documents re- 
lating to the Securities and Exchange Commission. 


PART V 
Securities and Exchange Commission : 


Mr. MacIntyre. Mr. Chairman, I would like now to offer for the 
record letters to you from the Chairman of the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission under dates of July 11 and 13, 1956, attached to 
which are the answers tothe questionnaire you submitted to that 
agency under date of June 15, 1956. 

The answers that the Securities and Exchange Commission sent out, 

to which I made reference, on July 13, answering your questionnaire 
of June 15, did not specify what those questions were, they just set the 
answers up, so I would like to insert just ahead of that and have the 
record show I am inserting, a copy of your ia apap + ae 15, 


ee - 
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1956; otherwise, the answers are somewhat unintelligible, unless they 
show- what question is being answered. tot Ba | 1 
Mr. Evins. Without. objection, the questionnaire of the subcommit- 
tee and the letter and the responses to the questionnaire of the sub- 
committee will be received bad printed in the record. 
. (The document referred to is as follows:) 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Setecr COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, 
Washington, D. C., June 15, 1956. 
Hon. J. SrncLarR ARMSTRONG, 
Chairman, Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN ARMSTRONG: In connection with the investigation by the Sub- 
committee on Regulatory Agencies of the House Select Committee on Small 
Business, of which subcommittee I serve as chairman, it appears necessary to 
obtain some information from your Commission, which the members of my staff 
outlined as. follows, and I should greatly appreciate your providing my sub- 
committee with this information at the earliest convenient date possible. In the 
event this information can be supplied, it dees not appear at this time that any 
public hearings by my subcommittee will be required of the members and staff 
of your Commission. 

The information desired is set forth in the following questions : 

1. Please provide any information concerning any surveys made by the Secu- 
rities and Exchange Commission since January of 1953 relating to the organiza- 
tion; management, and operation of the Securities and Exchange Commission. 

2. Have any surveys been made by either governmental agencies or private 
firms or groups? 

3. If such surveys were made, was a reorganization made subsequently by the 
securities and Exchange Commission, based upon such findings of such survey 
or.surveys? 

4. State what, in the opinion of the Commission, has been the resulting benefits 
7 the public of such reorganization of the Securities and Exchange Commission, 
if made. 

5. Submit a copy of the Securities and Hxchange Commission organization and 
personnel chart which was in effect on January 1, 1953; a Commission organiza- 
tion.and personnel chart’ which was in effect immediately preceding such reor- 
ganization, if made, and a chart showing the organization and personnel as of 
June 1, 1956. : 

6. List the names of the Commissioners, Secretary, General Counsel, bureau 
chiefs, and state the salaries of each as of January 1, 1953, and June 1, 1956. 

‘7. Has the Commission appointed an executive officer for the Commission? 

8. If so, state the title, grade, salary, and date of appointment, and give job 
description, title, grade, salary, and position last held by this appointee prior to 
his employment at the Securities and Exchange Commission and the name and 
address of last employer. 

9. Has there recently been appointed, at the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission, a Director of Administration? If so, state his prior title, grade, salary, 
date of employment, and job description. State his title, grade, and salary in 
the position last held by him prior to his employment with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, and the name and.address of the last employer. 

10, Please supply the names, grades, and salaries of the Chief of the Division 
of. Personnel, and the Chief of the Budget and Finance, and Chief of Press 
Relations Office. 

11. List the name, title, grade, and salary, and number of years of employment 
in the Securities and Exchange Commission and in the Federal Government of 
each person graded at GS-7 or above, who has been separated from the Securities 
and Exchange Commission since January 1,1953, and give the exact date of such 
separation, whether the separation was voluntary or involuntary, and the reason 
for such separation if involuntary. 

12. List the name, title, grade, salary, and number of years Securities and 
Exchange Commission and Federal employment of each person who was in 
grade GS-7 or higher on January 1, 1953, and who-has since that date been 
demoted in grade. State the exact date of such demotion of each person and the 


title, grade, and salary as of January 1, 1953, and June 1, 1956, and the reasons ~ 


for such demotion. >; - 


- 
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18. Please supply copy of each directive or other action issued or taken since 
January 1, 1953, providing for any reassignment or redesignation, effective or 
potentially effective in any division head, bureau head, General Counsel, or sec- 
retary to the Commission, with respect to any or all of the following: (@) Grade, 
(0) pay, (c) title, (@) duties, (e) functions, (f) authority to act for or on behalf 
of the public, and (g) authority to report directly to the Commission or any 
Commissioner regarding the work or regarding any matter coming before the 
Commission for consideration. 

14. Please submit a copy of any request made by the Securities and Exchange 
Commission to the Attorney General or his Assistants regarding any authority 
of the Chairman of the Securities and Exchange Commission ; and also supply a 
copy of any response made by the Office of the Attorney General in this con- 
nection. 

It will be appreciated if answers to these questions can be supplied to my 
committee as expeditiously as possible. 


Thanking you for your cooperation, and with kindest regards and best wishes, 
Tam 


Very sincerely yours, 
Jor L. Evyrns, M. C., 
Member of Congress, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Regulatory Agencies 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION, 


Washington, D. C., July 11, 1956. 
Hon. Joe L. Evins, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Regulatory Agencies, 
Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Evins: I am transmitting the attached report stating the answers 
to six of the questions listed in your letter of June 15, 1956. 

We are in the process of assembling and compiling the data needed to 
answer the remaining questions presented in your letter. This additional infor- 
mation will be forwarded in the near future. 

Sincerely yours, 


J. SINCLATR ARMSTRONG, Chairman. 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 


(Interim report prepared by Office of the Executive Director in response to 
letter dated June 15, 1956, from Hon. Joe L. Evins, chairman, Subcommittee on 
Regulatory Agencies) 


Nore.—The information furnished in this report constitutes the answers to 
questions 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 14 listed in the subject letter. 


ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 6 


The information requested is set forth in the attached table I. (See p. 913.) 


ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 7 


The Securities and Exchange Commission has appointed an executive officer 
whose administrative title is Executive Director. 


ANSWER TO QUESTION No. 8 


The Commission’s Executive Director is in grade GS-17, $13,975 per annum. 
The present incumbent was appointed on November 29, 1955. Immediately 
preceding his appointment, he was self-employed part time as a financial and 
accounting consultant, on a per diem basis. From August 1, 1936, to April 30, 
1954, he served in executive capacities’ with the firm of Banner-Whitehill, Inc., 
31 South Meridian Street, Indianapolis, Ind., in which he was concerned with 
financial and supervisory responsibility for the operation of the firm’s four 





1 Treasurer, 1936 to 1945; vice president and treasurer, 1945 to 1952 


: —— and 
treasurer, 1952 to 1953; executive vice president and treasuzer, 1953 to 1954. 
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retail furniture stores and warehouse. His salary ranged from $10,000 to 
$24,000 a year. 


ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 9 


The Executive Director of this Commission also serves as Director of the 
Division of Administrative Management. This Division is responsible for all 
housekeeping functions which encompass personnel, budget, records and service 
activities. 


ANSWERS TO QUESTION NO. 10 


The Branch of Personnel is headed by Mr. William E. Becker, Director of 
Personnel, GS-14, $10,965 per annum. Mr. Becker has served in various capac- 
ities with the Commission since October 1, 1934. 

The Branch of Budget and Finance is under the direction of Mr. James J. 
Riordan, budget and fiscal officer, GS-14, $10,965 per annum. Mr. Riordan 
has served with the Commission since it was created in September 1934. 

The Commission does not maintain a Press Relations Office as such. Respon- 
sibility for press relations and official dissemination of public information is 
vested in the Secretary of the Commission, Mr. Orval L. DuBois, GS-14, $10,965 
per annum. Mr. DuBois has served with the Commission since it was created in 
September 1934. 

The Commission maintains public reference rooms in its headquarters office 
in Washington, D. C., and its New York and Chicago regional offices, where 
public information contained in the Commission’s files is made available for the 
inspection of the general public. 


ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 14 


Attached is a copy of a letter from Hon. Estes Kefauver, chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly of the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary, dated June 27, 1955, addressed to the Chairman of this Commission 
and a copy of the Chairman’s letter in response dated July 11, 1955, and a copy 
of a letter opinion from the Attorney General to the Chairman dated July 12, 
1955, with respect to the correspondence had with Senator Kefauver. 

(Letters referred to in reply to question 14 follow :) 


Unirep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
June 27, 1955. 
Hon. J. S. ARMSTRONG, 
Chairman, Securities and Erchange Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Armstrong: When Chairman Demmler and other representatives 
were before the Antimonopoly Subcommittee last fall, it was understood that 
they would be called on for further information from time to time in connection 
with the Dixon-Yates financing. In line with that agreement I am writing you 
today. 

On Monday, June 13, representatives of the First Boston Corp. and Adolphe H. 
Wenzell, formerly a vice president of the corporation, were scheduled to testify 
before the SEC in connection with the financing plans of the Mississippi Valley 
Generating Co., better known as the Dixon-Yates contract. 

Without notice or explanation the Commission directed the trial examiner to 
suspend the taking of testimony. The hearings were later resumed on Thurs- 
day, June 16, still with no explanation as to the reason for the cancellation. 

I should like to inquire from you whether any request or representation was 
made to the Commission with respect to the suspension of the hearings. I should 
also like to inquire whether any representation was made to the Commission 
by any official or representative of the Government asking that the hearing 
scheduled for June 13 be canceled, or whether such cancellation was discussed 
by the Commission with any officials or representatives of any other branch of 
the Government. 

: Sincerely, 


Estes Kerauver. 
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Jory 11, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, , 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR KEFAUVER: I acknowledge receipt of your letter of June 27, 
1955, in which you request certain information concerning the activities of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission in connection with the debt-financing hear- 
ings upon the applications of Mississippi Valley Generating Co., Middle South 
Utilities, Inc., and Southern Co. The Commission is anxious to cooperate with 
you and your subcommittee. 

You are aware, I am sure, that these applications are still before the Com- 
mission for decision in the discharge of its administrative functions in a quasi- 
judicial proceeding. 

Inasmuch as the applications are still pending undetermined before this Com- 
mission, we do not believe that it would be consistent with the orderly conduct 
of the administrative processes of this agency to subject to concurrent con- 
gressional review the manner in which this Commission is discharging its quasi- 
judicial functions in this proceeding. This is in accordance with the position of 
the Commission set forth in the letter of the Commission dated October 20, 1954, 
to Hon. William Langer, then chairman of your subcommittee. 

Furthermore, this Commission is bound to respect the privileged and confi- 
dential nature of communications within the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment on the principles as set forth in the President’s letter of May 17, 1954, 
to the Secretary of Defense. 

In view of the position of the Commission in the matter, I trust that it will 
not be necessary for me to appear before the subcommittee at 10 a. m. tomorrow, 
July 12, as my office was advised by telephone this afternoon. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. StncLar Armstrone, Chairman. 


OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
. Washington, D. C., July 12, 1955. 
Hon. J. SrncLaArR ARMSTRONG, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. ARMSTRONG: You have submitted a letter from Senator Kefauver 
dated June 27, 1955, addressed to you, and your reply to him dated July 11, 1955, 
and asked for our opinion with respect thereto. 

It is my opinion that the position which you have taken in behalf of the Com- 
mission in paragraph 3 of your letter is sound. I agree that it would not be 
consistent with the orderly conduct of the administrative processes of your 
agency to subject to concurrent congressional review the manner in which the 
Commission is discharging its quasi-judicial functions on any pending applica- 
tion. The question of whether an application or a matter is still pending with 
your Commission is, of course, one which is for the determination of the Com- 
mission. 

With regard to your statement that the Commission is bound to respect the 
privileged and confidential nature of communications within the executive branch 
of the Government on the principles as set forth in the President’s letter of 
May 17, 1954, to the Secretary of Defense, I concur. Any communication within 
the Securities and Exchange Commission among Commissioners or the Com- 
missioners and employees is privileged and need not be disclosed outside of the 
agency. Likewise, any communication from others in the executive branch to 
members of the Commission or its employees with respect to administrative mat- 
ters comes within the purview of the President’s letter of May 17, 1954. 

You inquired specifically whether when a proceeding is pending before the 
Commission a request to the Commission for an adjournment by someone in the 
executive branch outside the Commission is likewise covered. Because such a 
proceeding is quasi-judicial in nature, it is my opinion that such a request would 
not be covered by the President’s letter of May 17, 1954, and once the proceeding 
is no longer pending before the Commission such information should, upon re- 
quest, be made available by the Commission to an appropriate congressional 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
HERBERT BROWNELL, IJr., 
Attorney General. 
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Position 
Commissioner. -.............-..-- 
Min tr caninaienanabaeneell 
Otsu. cee ae 
DNS antes ch-eeaonsapecdgoeiaes 
ae eee 


Executive Director and Direec- 
tor, Division of Administra- 
tive Management. | 


Secretary of the Commission - - -- | 


General Counsel_.._.......-...-- 


Chief Accountant 
Director, Division of Corpora- | 


TABLE I 


(Answer to question No. 6) 


McEntire, Raped B., $15,000 
r annu 


= — Ohvenes H., $15,000 per 


Rossbach, J. Howard, $15,000 per 
annum. 

Rowen, Paul R., $15,000 per an- 
num. 

Cook, Donald C. (Chairman), 
— ,000 per annum. 

(4) 


DuBois, Orval L., $9,800 per an- 


num. 
Foster, Roger S., $12,200 per 


annum. 


King, Earle C., $12,200 per annum. 
Woodside, Byron D., $12,400 per | 





913 


Incumbent and salary as of Jan. 1,|Incumbent and salary as of June 1, 
1953 1956 





Armstrong, J. Sinclair (Chairman), 
$15,000 per annum. 

Adams, Clarence H., $15,000 per 
annum. 

Orrick, Andrew Downey, $15,000 
per annum 


- Patterson, Harold ©., $15,000 per 


annum. 
Hastings, Earl F., $15,000 per an- 
num. 
Scheidenhelm, A. K., $13,975 per 
annum. 
DuBois, Orval L., $10,965 
annum. 
Meeker, Thomas G., $13,975 per 
annum. 
King, Earle C., $13,760 per annum. 
Woodside, Byron D., $13,760 per 


per 





tion Finance. annum. annum. 
Director, Division of Trading | Lund, Anthon H., $12,200 per | Loomis, Philip A., Jr., $12,900 per 
and Exchanges. annum. annuin. 
Director, Division of Corporate vee Jerome §., $12,000 per | Garrett, Ray, Jr., $12,900 per 
Regulation. | annum. od 
Director, Office of Opinion Helfenstein, Leonard, $10,800 per | Helfenstein, Leonard, $12,420 per 
Writing. annum. annum. 
Regional administrators: 
New York_.........-........| Byrne, Peter T. $11,800 per annum. | —s. James ©.,, $12,900 per an- 
um. 
eth Ae Green, William, $10,600 per an- Green, William, $11,880 per an- 
ie 2icses. Bia Kendrick, Philip E., $10,000 per Kendrick, Philip E., $11.610 per 
annum, } annum, 
Chicago- .----------| Hart, Thomas B,, $11,800 per an- | Hart, Thomas B., $12.905 per an- 
num, } num, 
Cleveland _.-..---.--| Odenweller, Charles J., Jr., $11,050 | (2). 
| _ per annum, | 
IE 5 eve rettivenel Cohn, William L., $9,600 per an- | Blake, Milton J., $11,610 per an- 
num, num, 
Fort Worth_-__.....-........| Allred, Oran H., $10,600 per an- | Allred, Oran H., $11,880 per an- 
num, num. 
Sem Francisco.............-.- Judy, Howard A., $10,600 per an- Pennekamp, Arthur E., $11,610 
num. per annum. 
Seattle... ...................| Newton, James E., $10,000 per an- | Newton, James E., $11,610 per an- 
num, 


num. 
Kelly, E. Russel, $11,050 per an- 
num, 


Washington, D. C_....--..--| McCauley, Daniel J., Jr., 


per annum. 


$11,610 
i 


1 The position of executive director was created on Aug. 4, 1954, 

2 The position of Cleveland regional administrator was abolished on May 1, 1954, when the Cleveland 
regional office was made a branch of the Chicago regional office. Mr. Odenw eller is now serv ing as attor- 
ney in charge of the Cleveland branch office, $11,180 per annum, 











SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., July 13, 1956. 
Hon. Jor L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Regulatory Agencies, 
Select Committee on Small Business, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
. Dear Mr. Evins: Supplementing my letter of July 11, 1956, I am transmitting 
a report stating the answers to the remaining questions contained in your letter 
of June 15, 1956. 
If you require any additional information, we shall be glad to supply it. 
Sincerely yours, 
J. SINCLAIR ARMsTEONG, Chairman. 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 


(Final report prepared by Office of the Exceutive Director in response to letter 
, dated June 15, 1956, from the Honorable Joe L. Evins, chairman, Subcommittee 
on Regulatory Agencies) 
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ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 1 


The Commission operates under a long-established policy of continuing review 
of its organization and functions in order that its responsibilities for protection 
of investors may be discharged as efficiently and economically as possible, and 
without imposing unnecessary burdens on those subject to its jurisdiction. These 
organizational and functional reviews have been conducted by the Executive 
Director of the Commission and/or division of office heads in the discharge 
of their administrative responsibilities. 

During the period January 1, 1953, to June 1, 1956, the following realinements 
of functions and personnel were effected : 

1. On May 1, 1953, the Commission separated the administration of its. regu- 
latory functions under the Investment Company Act of 1940 from the adminis- 
tration of the disclosure and reporting requirements of that act, by transferring 
the regulatory functions from the Division of Corporation Finance to the Division 
of Public Utilities. The continued high level of business activity and corporate 
financing, with its consequent overtaxing of the facilities of the Division of 
Corporation Finance, suggested the desirability of a redistribution of the work- 
load within the Commission to insure that the analysis of registration state- 
ments covering new security offerings and new listings on securities exchanges 
be conducted as expeditiously as possible. The functions assumed by the 
Division of Public Utilities wnder the Investment Company Act are similar 
to those performed by the Division under the Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935 and complemented other regulatory functions. Coincident with 
the assumption of the new duties, the Division of Public Utilities was redesig- 
nated the Division of Corporate Regulation. 

2. The same considerations which prompted the transfer of funetions dis- 
cussed above also resulted in certain changes, effective May 25, 1953, in the 
organization of the Division of Corporation Finance and in its operating pro- 
cedures. These changes involved the consolidation of 12 examining sections 
and various auxiliary sections into (a) 4 branches of examination, (b) the 
Branch of Administrative Rulings and Interpretation, (c) the Branch of Account- 
ing Analysis and Interpretation, and (d) the Branch of Enforcement. These 
changes contributed to the more effective use of available personnel, substantial 
reductions in backlog of work, and the maintenance of examining work on a 
more ¢urrent basis. 

3. In June 1953, the Commission transferred from the Division of Corporate 
Regulation to the Office of the General Counsel the responsibility for conducting 
judicial proceedings before the district courts with respect to the enforcement 
of orders approving reorganization plans and other orders of the Commission 
under the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935. As a result, direction 
and supervision over all contested litigation is centralized in the Office of the 
General Counsel. 

4. Effective August 31, 1953, the position of administrative service officer, in 
charge of the Branch of Administrative Services, Division of Administrative 
Management, was abolished in a reduction in force required by appropriation 
restrictions. The duties of the administrative service officer were absorbed 
by other employees in the Division. 

5. In October 1953, the position of foreign economic adviser was abolished 
as unnecessary. Most of the functions which were performed by the occupant 
of that position were not required by statute, and the statutory functions 
previously performed by him were transferred to the Commission’s operating 
divisions. 

6. In November 1953, in the interest of more effective utilization of personnel 
and more expeditious discharge of its functions, the Division of Corporate 
Regulation was reorganized into 4 branches in lieu of the former 5 branches. 

7. In April 1954, the Commission approved a realinement of functions and 
personnel in the various sections in the New York regional office. These changes 
were designed for better utilization of available personnel, reductions in back- 
log of work, and more effective execution of the enforcement program of that 
office. 

8. In the interest of economy, on May 1, 1954, the Commission’s regional 
office in Cleveland, Ohio, was abolished. A branch office of the Chicago regional 
office was established to serve the Cleveland area. 

9. The personnel and functions of the Division of Trading and Exchanges were 
realined effective July 3, 1954. Two branches replaced the existing four branches. 
This reduced the number of supervisory personnel, consolidated the enfo rcemie t 
and interpretative activities of the division in one branch, and concentrated in 
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the second branch other activities such as financial analysis, exchange registra- 
tion and regulation, and stabilization. Certain market surveillance work was 
transferred to and consolidated with similar work being performed by the New 
York regional office. In addition, the Section of Securities Violations was trans- 
ferred from the Office of the General Counsel to the newly constituted Branch 
of Enforcement and Interpretation. 

10. On August 4, 1954, the Commission created the position of Executive 
Director of the Commission. The Executive Director is responsible to the 
Chairman for administrative supervision and direction over the work performed 
by the Divisions of Corporation Finance, Trading and Exchanges, Corporate 
Regulation, the Office of the General Counsel, the Office of the Chief Accountant, 
and the nine regional offices. He also acts as head of the Division of Administra- 
tive Management. He is responsible for coordinating the activities of these 
divisions and offices and for devising and installing operating procedures for 
the administration and enforcement of the Federal securities statutes. The 
Executive Director is vested with broad discretionary powers to act in matters 
under his jurisdiction, within the framework of basic policies established by the 
Chairman and/or the Commission. 

11. On August 16, 1954, the Branch of Administrative Rulings and Interpreta- 
tions and the Branch of Enforcement in the Division of Corporation Finance 
were combined into a single Branch of Administrative Interpretations and En- 
forcement. The position of Assistant Director in charge of the Branch of Admin- 
istrative Rulings and Interpretations was vacated as a result of a resignation 
and was abolished. 

12. Following the voluntary retirement of the incumbent, on January 1, 1955, 
the position of executive adviser to the Commission was abolished. Functions 
that were the responsibility of the incumbent of that position were transferred 
to other staff officials. 

13. Effective January 1, 1955, the State of Pennsylvania was added to the 
geographical zone served by the Commission’s regional office in Washington, 
D. C., and removed from the zone served by the New York regional office. The 
area under the jurisdiction of the Washington, D. C., regional office now consists 
of the States of Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, 
and the District of Columbia. This transfer resulted in a more nearly even 
division of workload between the regional offices. 

14. Effective January 3, 1955, the Tabulating Unit was transferred from the 
Branch of Service to the Branch of Budget and Finance, in the Division of Ad- 
ministrative Management. This transfer was effected in the interest of achieving 
greater utilization of the staff and facilities of the Tabulating nit. The transfer 
also was appropriate in view of the contemplated installation of a daily time 
report system designed for improved cost control. In addition, the Commission’s 
property accountability function was transferred from the Purchase and Supply 
Unit, Branch of Service, to the Branch of Budget and Finance, since it is a 
functions that more properly belongs under the jurisdiction of the latter office. 

15. Staff limitations have made it necessary to relieve employees of important 
duties in order to perform even more pressing functions elsewhere. For example, 
in August 1955, a team of broker-dealer inspectors was sent to the Denver 
regional office to assist that office in the inspection of brokers and dealers, 
principally in Colorado and Utah. Since 1952, the Denver regional office had 
experienced an increase of approximately 300 percent in the number of filings 
under the Commission’s regulation A, and an increase of nearly 200 percent in 
the number of registered brokers and dealers in the region. This urgently needed 
inspection program was primarily directed to brokers and dealers newly regis- 
tered with the Commission or who had not been inspected for some time. 

16. A study of the Commission’s broker-dealer inspection program in the Fort 
Worth region indicated the need for additional personnel to reduce the backlog 
of new broker-dealer firms which had not been inspected for several years. Two 
employees were detailed from another regional office and the home office on a 
temporary basis to assist in this program, and 63 inspections were made in Janu- 
ary and February 1956. On the basis of (a) the violations disclosed by those 
inspections, and (6) the substantial increase in the number of broker-dealer 
firms in the region, the Commission approved the establishment of an additional 
securities investigator position in the Fort Worth regional office in fiscal 1957. 

17. A’ study of the Commission’s broker-dealer inspection program in the 
Atlanta region revealed a problem similar to that found in the Fort Worth region. 
Two employees were temporarily detailed to the Atlanta regional office, and 31 
inspections were made during the period April 10 through June 16, 1956. Because 
of the increase in the number of broker-dealer firms and the increase in fraud 
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investigation work, the Commission approved the establishment of an additiona! 
securities investigator position in fiscal 1957. 

18. On April 11, 1956, announcement was made of the appointment of an 
attorneyin-charge of the Salt Lake City branch office of the Denver regional 
office, effective April 23, 1956. Announcement was also made of a proposal to 
assign an additional attorney and two securities investigators to the Salt Lake 
City branch office because of the increased financing and securities activity in 
the Salt Lake City area, and to reduce the necessity, which had previously 
occurred, for sending personnel to Salt Lake City on temporary duty in order to 
meet the requirements in the area. 

19. The Division of Corporate Regulation formerly had 3 operating units, 
2 of which handled the Division’s work under the Public Utility Holding Com- 
pany Act of 1935. This work is now in one Branch of Public Utility Regulation. 
The other operating unit, the Branch of Investment Companies, will continue to 
handle the Division’s work under the Investment Company Act of 1940, 

The newly created Office of Chief Counsel will be responsible for legal advice 
to the Division as well as for the Division’s work under chapter X of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act. 

An Office of Special Studies and Administration was created to replace the 
Branch of Special Studies, thus concentrating in one branch the general analyti- 
eal, financial, economic, and administrative functions of the Division. 

This realinement of functions and personnel became effective June 1, 1956. 

20. The Division of Administrative Management formerly consisted of the 
Branches of Personnel, Budget and Finance, Records, and Service. Effective 
June 1, 1956, the two latter branches were combined into one Branch of Records 
and Service. 

The above realinements of functions and personnel have been previously re- 
ported to the Senate and House Committees on Government Operations and the 
House Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

Related to the subcommittee’s inquiry in terms of the operations of the Com- 
mission is its rules and forms revision program. Examples of the Commission’s 
efforts in this regard are stated in a report submitted to Hon. Wayne L. Hays, 
chairman, Subcommittee To Investigate Federal Printing, Committee on House 
Administration, on February 23, 1956. Copies of this report are attached. 


ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 2 


No, except for (a) the surveys made by the Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government, pursuant to Public Law 108, 83d Con- 
gress, approved July 10, 1953; and (0) the usual site audits and inspections of 
the Commission’s personnel and fiscal activities conducted from time to time by 
the Civil Service Commission and the General Accounting Office, respectively. 


ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 3 
No. 
ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 4 
With reference to the answer to question No. 1, the realinements of functions 
and personnel and the Commission’s rules and forms revision program are de- 
signed to provide, within the means at the Commission’s disposal, more aggres- 
sive and effective enforcement of the Federal securities laws while at the same 


time avoiding unnecessary burdens on those subject to the Commission’s juris- 
diction. 


ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 5 


Attached are copies of the organization and personnel charts in effect on Janu- 
ary 1, 1953, and June 1, 1956, respectively. (See pp. 931, 932.) 


ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 11 
Attached are copies of a table stating the information requested. 
ANSWER TO QUESTION NO, 12 


Attached are copies of a table stating the information requested. 
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ANSWER TO QUESTION NO. 138 


Attached are copies of the position descriptions in effect on January 1, 1953, 
for the following positions, together with copies of revisions thereof, if any: 


Director, Division of Corporation Finance * 

Director, Division of Trading and Exchanges * 
Director, Division of Corporate Regulation * 

Director, Division of Administrative Management ** 
General Counsel 

Secretary of the Commission 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 
REPORT ON PAPERWORK MANAGEMENT 


(Prepared by the Office of the Executive Director in response to the letter dated 
January 20, 1956, from Hon. Wayne L. Hays, chairman, Subcommittee To 
Investigate Federal Printing. Committee on House Administration, House of 
Representatives ) 


The Commission, under the several statutes it administers, is directed to for- 
mulate and to adopt various forms, rules, and procedures for the purpose of im- 
plementing the statutory purposes as expressed by the Congress, most of which 
are concerned with securing public disclosure of a wide range of information 
concerning companies issuing, selling, and trading in securities and engaging 
in other activities concerning securities which affect the volume of trading 
and the prices of securities in the securities markets. 

It has been the Commission’s policy for many years to review its rules, regula- 
tions, forms and procedures in the light of changing patterns of securities 
flotation, changes in the basic economy of the Nation, and changes dictated 
by the Commission’s desire to eliminate duplication where possible, and to sim- 
plify its requirements without impairment of the public interest or the protection 
of investors. The heads of the Commission’s divisions and offices are respon- 
sible for the execution of this policy. 

The submission of proposed forms and rules to the Commission is preceded 
by a high degree of interdivision and office coordination and review. Major con- 
siderations are: 

1. Necessity for investor protection pursuant to statute. 

2. Avoidance of unnecessary paperwork by those subject to the Commis- 
sion’s jurisdiction. 

8. Standardization and design for multiple use wherever possible, i. e., 
fulfillment of the reporting requirements of two or more statutes admin- 
istered by the Commission by a single submission; or fulfillment of the 
reporting requirements of statutes administered by the Commission by use 
of reports required by other agencies. 

Following tentative Commission approval, proposed forms and rules are issued 
for public comment, as required by the Administrative Procedures Act. After 
careful consideration of views and comments received, the proposals are modi- 
fied if, in the judgment of the Commission, such action is indicated, and then 
formally adopted. 

Forms and rules are printed at the Government Printing Office or in the 
Commission’s duplicating unit. They are distributed to mailing lists consisting 
largely of registrants, firms, and officers of firms subject to the acts, and legal 
and accounting firms. The mailing lists are revised annually in accordance 
— eareersem 80, title II, of the Regulations of the Joint Committee on 

nting. 

To facilitate compliance with the statutes and rules, the Commission has 
been abandoning the use of rigid forms. The majority of reporting require- 
ments are now covered by instruction pamphlets explaining in detail the items 
of information required. This allows those subject to the Commission’s juris- 





1 Revisions of these —_—— descriptions have been submitted to the Civil Service Com- 
mission for reallocation as indicated. . Cagnee are also attached. 
2The executive nesiatant to the Chairman served as Director, Division of Administrative 


Management, through October 10, 1954. The Executive Director of the Commission assumed 
the function effective October 11, 1954. 
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diction to omit information or items which are not applicable, to space items 
according to need, and to print copies of statements, applications, etc., without 
regard to any prearranged pagination or space assignment. It also reduces 
the Commission’s printing requirements and substantially reduces the amount 
ef material required to be submitted. 
ome examples of the Commission’s efforts during the past 3 years under its 
es and forms revision program follow : 

1. On November 17, 1958, the Commission announced a proposal for 
the adoption of shortened forms and simplified rules for registration of 
management investment companies and for the registration of the securi- 
ties of open-end investment companies. After consideration of views and 
comments received, on December 15, 1953, the Commission adopted : 

(a) A revision of form N-S8B-—1 under the Investment Company Act 
of 1940 for registration statements filed under the act by all manage- 
ment investment companies except those which issue periodic payment 
plan certificates. 

This was the first general revision of this form since it was adopted 
in 1941. The revision reflects the experience gained over the inter- 
vening years and takes into consideration the fact that the form is now 
used chiefly by newly organized management investment companies. 
Much of the historical information relating to the operation of com- 
panies which were in existence at the time of the adoption of the 
Investment Company Act is no longer of importance and, hence, the 
requirements for the furnishing of such information. were omitted. 
The revised form is considerably simplified and has resulted in less 
work in the preparation of registration statements. 

(b) A revision of form S—5 under the Securities Act of 1933 for regis- 
tration of securities under that act by open-end management investment 
companies which are registered under the Investment Company Act 
of 1940 on form N-8B-1. 

A registration statement on form S—5 consists largely of certain of the 
information and documents which would be required by form N-8B-1 
if a registration statement under the 1940 act were currently being filed 
on that form. The purpose of the revision was to bring this form into 
line with the revision of form N-8B-1. It also permits the use in the 
prospectus of more concise financial data than theretofore was required. 
The revision of these forms has simplified registration under both acts 
and has resulted in shorter and simpler prospectuses for open-end 
management investment companies. 

2. On December 3, 1953, the Commission announced a proposed revision 
of its registration rules under section 12 of the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934. After consideration of views and comments received, on January 28, 
1954, the Commission adopted an amendment of regulation X-12D1 and 
form S—A to provide for registration of an entire class of securities. 

Under the prior practice, registration was effective only as to a specified 
amount of a class of security so that if additional shares or amonfits of 
the same class were to be subsequently issued, a new application on form 
8-A had to be filed for registration of the additional amounts. Under the 
new practice the original application for registration is deemed to apply 
for registration of the entire class, and the registration of unissued shares 
or amounts will become automatically effective when they are issued, 
without further application, certification, or order. This has eliminated a 
large majority of the applications previously filed on form 8—A since most 
such applications are for registration of additional blocks of a class of 
security already registered in part. In view of the reporting requirements 
of forms 8-K and 10-K, the filing of such applications was not considered 
necessary in the interest of investors. Under the new procedure, applications 
on form 8—A have to be filed only in the event that a new class or series 
is to be registered. Time and expense have been saved by registrants, 
exchanges, and the Commission itself. 

& 8. On December 22, 1953, the Commission announced a proposal for the 
% revision of the form for the registration of brokers and dealers. After 
eonsideration of views and comments received, on February 15,-.1954,>the 
Commission adopted form BD as the form of application for registration as 
a broker or dealer, as the a to amend such an a borer wei ag a 
form of supplemental report by a registered broker pty t. On the mine 
date, the Commission rescinded forms 3-M, 4-M; 5-M, Sad 6M 

used in connection with broker-dealer registrations. 


Ration eS aS arr 
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Form BD, a much shorter form requesting much less information than 
form 3—M, was prepared on the theory that the application for registration 
should generally be limited to the information necessary to determine 
whether or not the registrant, or any person controlling or controlled by 
the registrant, is subject to a disqualification within the meaning of section 
15 (b) of the act. 

Approximately 20 categories of information previously required to be 
furnished in form 3-M are no longer required under form BD. These 
categories of information include various items of information which ad- 
ministrative experience has indicated are not essential in conneétion’ with 
determining the eligibility of the registrant for registration. 

4. On March 31, 1954, the Commission announced that it had under con- 
sideration a proposal to adopt form ADV as a form of application for regis- 
tration as an investment adviser, as the form to amend such an application, 
and as a form of supplemental report to be filed by investment advisers 
already registered. The proposal also contemplated the rescission of forms 
1—R, 2-R, and 3-R, the rescission of rule R-203-2, and the amendment of 
other applicable rules. On June 25, 1954, after consideration of all com- 
ments and suggestions received, the Commission adopted form ADV, 
rescinded forms 1-R, 2-R, 3-R, and rule R-203-2, and amended other 
applicable rules. 

Before the above action was taken the principal form of application for 
registration as an investment adviser was form 1—R. This was a 20-page 
application requesting much information which is no longer considered to 
be necessary. Form ADV is a 6-page form containing only 16 items. 

5. On August 31, 1955, the Commission announced the amendment of 
rules X-12F-1, X-12F-2, and X-12F-3, and the adoption of forms 27’and:28 
under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, to simplify the procedures in 
connection with the extension, continuation, or termination of unlisted trad- 
ing privileges in a security on a national securities exchange. 

6. On November 10, 1955, after publication and opportunity for public 
comment, the Commission adopted rules pursuant to the amendments to the 
Securities Act of 1933 made by Public Law 577, 83d Congress, for better 
dissemination of information concerning securities offered for public sale. 

7. On November 17, 1955, after publication and opportunity for public 
comment, the Commission adopted form S—12, a new registration form under 
the Securities Act of 1933 for American depository receipts against out- 
standing foreign securities. The purpose of form S-—12 is to provide a 
simple procedure for the registration of American depository recefpts issued 
against outstanding foreign securities where the issuer is the entity resulting 
from the agreement pursuant to which the receipts are issued, or a corpora- 
tion or trust organized to act only as a conduit in connection with the deposit 
of the underlying securities and there is no person who performs the acts 
and assumes the duties of depositor or manager. The form proposes that 
the prospectus information, which consists of only four items, might be 
embodied in the receipts. The form may be used, provided (1) that the 
holder of the receipts may withdraw the deposited securities at any time, 
subject to temporary delays of a specified nature, the payment of fees, taxes, 
and similar charges and to compliance with any laws or governmental regu- 
lations relating to the withdrawal of deposited securities, and (2) that 
the deposited securities, if sold in the United States or its Territories, 
bag not be subject to the registration provisions of the Securities Act of 
1933. 

8. In 1955 the staff of the Commission concluded a survey of the opera- 
tions of regulations A and D which provide conditional exemptions from 
the’ registration provisions of the Securities Act of 1933 for offerings not 

exceeding « in amount. Based upon the facts developed, the. Com- 
mission published for comment and suggestions by all interested persons 

a proposed revision and consolidation of regulations A and D and subse- 
pat held a public hearing to afford an opportunity for oral presentation 
of views. After consideration of the comments received in writing and at 
the public hearing, and testimony given before a subcommittee of the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee of the House of Representatives 
upon a bill to repeal the statutory ane ¢ under which regulations A and 
D were adopted, on February 14, 1 the Commission published a modified 
proposal for revision and consolidation of regulations A and D, and invited 
the submission of further views and comments. 
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9. On January 17, 1956, after publication and opportunity for public com- 
ment, the Commission adopted amendments to its proxy rules. The prinaipal 
purpose of the amendments is to require more specific information con- 
cerning the participation and the associates in a proxy contest and as to 
their activities in connection with the contest and the solicitation of proxies. 
A further important purpose of the amendment is to clarify the applica- 
bility of the rules to proxy contests with respect to the election or removal 
of directors. ; 


Appendix 1c of the Hoover Commission Task Force Report on Paperwork 
Management, part II, lists a number of “paperwork targets” relating to some of 
the reporting requirements of this Commission. Our comments with respect to 
each of the items listed follow : 


Forms relating to the Division of Corporation Finance 


Form S-1.—On October 25, 1955, after publication and opportunity for public 
comment, the Commission adopted a revision of form S-1, the form most gener- 
ally used for the registration of securities under the Securities Act, and a com- 
panion revision of form 10, the form principally used for the registration of 
securities on an exchange. The revision of form S—1 has two principal purposes. 
The first is to conform its requirements, to the extent practicable, to the corre- 
sponding requirements of schedule 14A of the Commission’s proxy rules, and to 
the annual report form 10-K under the Securities Exchange Act. The revision 
of form 10 has a similar purpose, and thus the basic and most commonly used 
registration and reporting forms under the Securities Act and the Securities 
Exchange Act have been brought into conformity on parallel items so that regis- 
trants may report such information as is essentially similar in the same manner 
and subject to the same requirements under both statutes. 

The second principal purpose of the revision of form S—1 is to adjust and 
clarify certain items of the form in the light of the Commission’s experience in 
reviewing registration statements and of the practice followed by registrants 
using the form. The form now states more clearly, and, in some instances, in 
more detail, those items which appear not to have been fully understood by a sub- 
stantial number of registrants; and to treat stock options so as to obtain more 
complete information about the aggregate amount of options outstanding at the 
date of the'offering. _ 

Form 8-8 is a simplified form under the Securities Act of 1933 for the 
registration of securities offered pursuant to employee stock purchase plans. 
This form was adopted June 16, 1953. The Commission is considering the 
extension of the use of this form to other issues of securities. Bo 

Form S—-9 under the Securities Act of 1933, is for the registration of ‘non- 
convertible, fixed-interést debt securities of an issuer which is required ‘to’ file 
reports pursuant to section 13 or 15 (d) of the Securities Exchange‘ Act of 
1934. This form was adopted July 21, 1954... It was amended in a minor respect 
on October 11, 1954. No further amendment or revision of this form is 
contemplated. , 

‘Form 8K, under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, is for reporting signifi- 
eant changes in registration statement items, e. g., changes in material con- 
tracts. A revised form 8-K was adopted January 28, 1954. The revision elimi- 
nated certain items calling for information which the Commission felt need not 
be thé subject of a current report. In addition, the requirements with respect to 
exhibits were restricted to matters of special importance, and the requirements 
with respect to thé financial statements were clarified. 

Form 9-K: On June 23, 1955, after publication and opportunity for public 
comment, the Commission adopted a new form 9—-K, which provides for mid- 
year reports (in lieu of the former requirement for quarterly reports) of certain 
profit and loss and earned surplus data by registrants under the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 and by certain registrants under the Securities Act of 
1983. The new form is to be filed only once a year, 45 days after the end’ of the 
first half of the fiscal year. Reports on the form are to contain specified itéms 
of information with respect to sales and gross revenues, net income before and 
after taxes, extraordinary and special items, and charges and credits to earhed 
surplus. The form does not require formal statements of profit and loss or 
earned surplus and is not required to be certified. Provision is made for any 
necessary or appropriate qualification or explanation of the information given. 
Where registrants otherwise issue semiannual statements containing thé in- 
formation ¢alled for by the form, copies of such statements may be filéd and 
incorporatéd by reference in the form in lieu of setting forth the information 
in the form itself. im 7 ahs Tae? 
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Form 10-K, under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, calls for annual 
reports by issuers who are registered under that act and by certain issuers 
registered under the Securities Act of 1933. It contains annual financial in- 
formation and changes in basic information contained in the registration state- 
ment. A revision of form 10—-K was adopted on January 28, 1954. The revision 
eliminated the need for filing separate forms for firms reporting to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, Federal Power Commission, and the Federal Com- 
munications Commission. Forms 12—A~K and 12-K formerly used for this pur- 
pose were rescinded. Copies of reports to the aforementioned agencies may be 
substituted for information required in answers to items in form 10-K. Only 
one copy of such reports need be filed. Proxy statements and printed annual 
reports to stockholders may also be used in answer to certain items in the 
annual report on form 10—-K and in lieu of certain required financial statements. 

Form 12, under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, was an application for 
registration under that act by companies making annual reports to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission or to the Federal Communications Commission, 
The form was rescinded on October 25, 1955. 

Identifying statement: The reference to an identifying statement is not alto- 
gether clear. This is a term used in rule 132, adopted in 1950, which permits 
the use of statements containing certain limited information prior to the effec- 
tive date of a registration statement. This rule was largely superseded by the 
Commission’s rule 134, adopted August 29, 1955. However, rule 132 is being 
retained for the time: being until some of the States have adapted their statutes 
and regulations to the requirements of the amended 1933 act. 

Accounting regulations: Financial statement requirements of each form are 
reviewed in connection with revisions of the forms. Accounting regulations in 
general are amended as experience and the needs of investors indicate that 
changes are necessary. 


Forms and records retention schedules relating to the Division of Trading and 
Exchanges 


Forms R-2, 3, and 3A are quarterly reports on working capital and plant and 
equipment expenditures. We have been unable to determine why these forms 
were listed in appendix lc. Perhaps 1 or 2 business groups mentioned them. 
The forms are simple and are filed voluntarily by business firms. No law or 
regulation requires it, but it is done to provide basic data for statistical series 
of value to business. Form R-2 furnishes basic data for the reports on corpo- 
rate working capital, inventory positions, etc: Forms R-3 and 3A furnish the 
basie data for the surveys of actual and proposed plant and equipment expendi- 
tures. 

It has been officially stated that this survey “is of major importance to 
Government officials and businessmen genérally as well as to others for ap- 
praisal of trends in economie activity and for formulation of appropriate eco- 
nomic policies” (report to the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
by the Committee on Business Plant and Equipment Expenditure Expectations, 
June 1955, at p. 25). 

No one has suggested to us that these reports be modified or eliminated and 
we have no proposals for that purpose. 


Records retention schedules 


Rule X-17A-4 pursuant to the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 requires 
brokers and dealers to retain records specified therein. There is nothing in 
the Hoover Commission report or the task-force report which indicates that the 
securities industry participated in the task-force program or complained of this 
particular requirement. The rule seems to be authorized by section 17 (a) 
of the act, and to be reasonably clear, and the retention periods appear reasonable 
and related to the applicable statutes of limitations. 

To our knowledge, no one connected with the Hoover Commission has re- 
quested any modification of this rule and we do not propose it. 


Forms and records retention schedules relating to the Division of Corporate 
Regulation 

Form U-3A3-1 is an annual statement filed by commercial banks claiming 
exemption from any obligation, duty, or liability imposed by the Public Utility 
Holding Company Act of 1935 upon such banks as holding companies or affiliates 
of public utilities solely by reason of owning, controlling, or holding with 
power to vote 5 percent or more of the outstanding voting securities of any 
public utility or holding company. Rule U-3 or its predecessor rule has called 
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for the filing of periodic forms by commercial banks claiming the exemption 
afforded thereby since the inception of the original predecessor rule in 1936. 
Originally it called for quarterly reports; later it called for rather detailed 
annual reports showing holdings of any amounts of securities of public utility 
or holding companies by the bank in any capacity; in 1950, after extensive 
review of the matter, including discussions with representatives of the banks 
concerned, the Commission adopted the present form U-3A3-1, which reduced to 
what is considered the absolute minimum the information called for. It would 
be contrary to the public interest and the interests of investors and consumers 
to abolish this report form. in view of the faet that commercial bank administered 
personal trust and pension trust funds censtitute the largest single category 
of institutional holders. of corporate stocks and that such banks have dis- 
cretionary powers to vote the equity securities held in many of these trusts. 
There is now in progress a program for the review and revision of all forms 
and rules under the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935, and rule 
U-3 and form U-3A3-1 will, in due course, be reexamined once more. 


Records retention schedules 


Section 15 of the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 authorizes the 
Commission to adopt rules, regulations, or orders relating to the keeping and 
preservation of records, accounts, ete., for registered holding companies, sub- 
sidiaries thereof, and mutual service companies. Pursuant to this section, the 
Commission had adopted rule U—26, prescribing a uniform system of accounts 
for holding companies, and rule U-98, prescribing a uniform system of accounts 
for mutual and subsidiary service companies. In each of these uniform systems 
of accounts it is further prescribed that records, very broadly defined, supporting 
any of the accounts must be permanently preserved, except as otherwise 
authorized by the Commission. 

The recommendations of the Utility Committee of the Paperwork Management 
Task Force, upon which we commented in February of 1955, included a sug- 
gestion that a schedule should be adopted for the retention and disposition of 
records by registered holding companies. This Commission stated in its com- 
ments that it was in accord with the committee’s suggestion. However, as was 
pointed out at that time, such a schedule for retention and disposition would 
not have been possible prior to the completion of the section 11 program under 
the Holding Company Act because it would have involved the application of 
a records disposition schedule to companies who had section 11 matters still 
pending. Work is now in progress on recommendations for adopting schedules 
for the disposition of records. In this connection consideration is being given 
to the recommendations« by the: records*committee, of the utility committee. 
In the meantime it may be noted that, any.cempany seriougly burdened. by. what 


seems an unreasonable quantity of retained records may seek specific relief by 
order from the Commission. 
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Mr. MacIntyre. Mr. Chairman, I am excepting from those answers, 
if you please, the job-description sheets that are referred to in there. 
They are quite voluminous, and instead of placing them on the face 
of the record, I would like to retain them for the files of the subcom- 
mittee for such consideration as would be appropriate, except this, 
the final of the job-description sheets, which is that of the Executive 
Director of the Securities and Exchange Commission, and I would like 
to have the reporter copy on to the face of the transcript here, the first 
two paragraphs from that particular job-description sheet, because it 
relates to the general management of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission. 


(The paragraphs referred to are as follows :) 


I. NATURE AND PURPOSE OF WORK 


The Executive Director of the Securities and Exchange Commission is the 
chief operating official of the Commission. He acts under the very general 
direction of the Chairman in administrative matters, and under the very general 
direction of the Commission in the coordination of quasi-judicial matters. He is 
vested with broad discretionary powers and executive authority to act within 
the general framework of basic policies established by the Chairman and/or the 
Commission. He develops and executes the administrative policies of the Com- 
mission and consults with the Commission with respect to quasi-judicial policies, 
decisions, orders, rules, and practices as they may affect or be affected by 
operational or administrative policies. 

Authority for execution of administrative responsibilities for the Commission 
is, under Reorganization Plan 10 of 1950, vested in the Chairman of the Com- 
mission who in turn delegates to the Executive Director authority to act with 
respect to such administrative matters. In the discharge of his responsibilities, 
the Executive Director exercises administrative supervision and direction over 
the work performed by the Divisions of Corporation Finance, Corporate Regula- 
tion and Trading and Exchanges; the Offices of the General Counsel and chief 
accountant; and the nine regional offices. He also serves as Director of the 
Division of Administrative Management, which consists of the Branches of Per- 
sonnel, Budget and Finance, Records, and Service. He is responsible for 
coordinating the activities of those Divisions and Offices and for devising and 
installing operating procedures for the administration and enforcement of the 
following statutes: Securities Act of 1933; Securities Exchange Act of 1934; 
Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935; Trust Indenture Act of 1939; 
Investment Company Act of 1940; Investment Advisors Act of 1940; and advisory 
responsibilities to Federal courts in corporate reorganization proceedings under 


chapter I of the National Bankruptcy Act. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Mr. Chairman, now I would like to make references 
to notations that we have to pages of the records of hearings before the 
Antitrust Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary. 
Those hearings were held during June, July, August, November, and 
December 1955, and they dealt with power policy, and they are in two 
parts, part I and part II. The notations to the pages are as follows: 

Part I: Pages 355-356, 359-360, 366-367, 369, 372, 379-380, 385, 391, 
393-394, 398, 400-401, 405, 409-411, 415-418, 421-4924, 497-429, 624— 
625, 627-630, 632, 634-636, 638, 642-655, 662-663, 668-670, 672-673. 

Part II: Pages 675-676, 751-767, 778-781, 785-791, 793-838, 840. 

Mr. MacIntyre. Mr. Chairman, I believe that is all that we have 
to offer for the record at this time. 

Mr. Evins. Since these documents presented by counsel represent 
responses to questionnaires sent by the committee, references to hear- 
ings of other committees of Congress which are published, and state- 
ments which witnesses wish to submit, I see no reason why the ma- 


terial here presented should not be printed as a public document. 
Do you concur in that? 
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Mr. McCuxtocn. [ have no objection, of course, with the under- 
standing that the various self-serving declarations be given the weight 
to which they are entitled. 

Mr. Evuns. This concludes the hearings of Subcommittee No. 1 on 
Regulatory Agencies of the House Select Committee on Small Busi- 
ness for this session, subject to call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 5:15 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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